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PREFACE 





This is an attempt to present within the compass 
iof a small volume a general sketch of American 
party history. Of course, there are dangers in such 
iover-simplification, in making bold strokes which 
ido not record fine shades and distinctions. Yet 
there are advantages, too, in an effort to see the 
party battle in its broad outlines, with the perma- 
nent and continuous essentials emphasized. 

_ In preparing this book I have drawn upon my 
larger work, American Government and Politics. 
Other borrowings have been made from The Rise 
of American Civilization. ‘These materials, how- 
| have been recast. 








Charles A. Beard. 


|New Milford, Conn., 
August, 1928. 
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THE AMERICAN PARTY BATTLE 


CHAPTER I 
NATURE OF POLITICAL PARTIES 


§ Origin of Parties 


HY do political parties arise? The 
Wesson is hard to answer. Certainly the 
solutions of the problem offered by 

writers on the subject are vague and contradictory. 
According to one view, politics is merely a great 
game or sport. an endless contest between the ins 
and outs, full of sound and fury, springing from 
no substantial interests, affecting in no vital way 
the state of the people. Citizens divide into politi- 
cal parties for reasons no more important than 
those which separate them into partisans of Gene 
Tunney or Jack Dempsey. Politics is all a ques- 
tion of finding slogans that will capture the crowd 
or discovering candidates that will awaken enthu- 
siasm. “If the Republicans can find the proper 
candidate,” remarks Dr. George B. Cutten, Presi- 
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dent of Colgate University, in the Sunday Times 
of May 13, 1928, “almost any kind of a slogan 
will do; if the Democrats can find the proper 
slogan almost any kind of a candidate will do.” 

Another explanation of party origins is to be 
found in the writings of the English historian, 
Lord Macaulay. According to his interpretation, 
men (and presumably women) divide naturally 
into two groups—one devoted to order, conserva- 
tive in disposition, and the other devoted to 
progress, adventurous in character. In short, the 
problem is one of psychology. 

A similar answer to the riddle was made a few 
years ago. by a distinguished professor of litera- 
ture, Brander Matthews. Americans, he de- 
clared, divide instinctively into Hamiltonians and 
Jeffersonians. “The Hamiltonian,” he said, “be- 
lieves in government by the best, by the selected 
leaders, competent to guide the less competent 
mass; and this is true aristocracy in the best sense 
of that abused word. The Jeffersonian believes 
that the average man, however unenlightened, ac- 
tually knows his own business, or at least knows 
what he wants, better than any superior person 
can know it for him; and this is true democracy 
in the best sense of that abused term. These two 
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attitudes are inevitably antagonistic; they are in- 
stinctive, intuitive, innate.”? 

Of course this is like saying, “God made Demo- 
crats and Republicans, and that is all there is to 
it.” When anyone states that human actions spring 
from innate, inherent, intuitive sources, he denies 
the force of environment and with a final air dis- 
poses of such little questions as: ““Why are they 
innate? How do you know that they are innate? 
Where is the proof?” 

Furthermore a detailed study of political par- 
ties, always disconcerting to the makers of simple 
hypotheses, reveals some data not easily disposed 
of by the literary theory of politics. Parties in 
Europe do not divide into two sections: conserva- 
tive and progressive, Hamiltonian and Jefferson- 
ian. There we find labor parties, agrarian parties, 
clerical parties, industrialist parties, Hungarian, 
German, Polish, and what-not parties. A study of 
the early distribution of party membership in the 
United States shows that the major portion of the 
Hamiltonian party had its center of influence in 
the cities and towns where financial, industrial, 
and commercial interests were predominant. 
Hamilton was a New York lawyer. Leadership 


1, New York Times Magazine, September 24, 1916. 
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in the Jeffersonian party came from the slave- 
owning planters of the South. Jefferson was a 
Southern planter. 

How did it happen that most of the business 
men of the country were instinctive Hamiltonians, 
intuitive “aristocrats,” and most of the aristocratic 
planters of the South became instinctive J efferson- 
ians, intuitive “democrats?” ‘The matter is not as 
simple as Mr. Matthews imagined. 

On about the same footing may be placed the 
explanation of party divisions offered by James 
Bryce in his great work, The American Common- 
wealth. According to his view, the history of 
American parties began about 1787 when two op- 
posing tendencies were “‘revealed”—one in favor 
of strengthening the central government and the 
other in favor of upholding the “sovereign” rights 
of the states. Broadly speaking, one party has ad- 
vocated an extensive use of federal powers and the 
other has opposed that operation. Perhaps this 
may be called the orthodox theory of American 
party differences. 

To this interpretation two objections can be 
made. The first is that neither party has been 
consistent in upholding its creed — particularly 
whenever its vital interests have been affected. For 
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‘example, the Jeffersonians used federal powers to 
‘the limit in purchasing Louisiana, in putting an 
‘embargo on commerce, and in enacting the 
fugitive slave law of 1850 for the return of run- 
“away property. On the other hand, the Hamil- 
| tonians, who stretched federal powers in establish- 
| ing a bank and making protective tariffs, became 
advocates of state’s rights when they opposed the 
| purchase of Louisiana and resisted the enforce- 
)} ment of the embargo.’ 

| The second objection to the Bryce theory is that 
| it explains nothing. Why did some of the Amer- 
ican people think that the federal government 
should be strong and others give their affection to 
the states—that is, when upon occasion it suited 
their pleasure to do so? Did this division have a 
direct relation to the occupations and interests of 
the people? Was it not geared up to pre-existing 
differences in work and economy? As the theory 
stands, it merely offers another illusive “innate” 
clue to the origin of parties. 

| More realistic and therefore more illuminating 
‘is the key to party differences given in the tenth 
number of the Federalist by James Madison, the 
“Father of the federal Constitution” and twice 






| 1. See below, pp, 53-54, 
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President of the United States. ‘The most com- 
mon and durable source of factions [that is, in 
eighteenth century language, parties],” Madison 
said, “has been the various and unequal distribu- 
tion of property. Those who hold and those who 
are without property have ever formed distinct in- 
terests in society. ‘Those who are creditors and 
those who are debtors fall under a like distinction. 
A landed interest, a manufacturing interest, a mer- 
cantile interest, with many lesser interests grow 
up of necessity in civilized nations and divide 
them into different classes actuated by different 
sentiments and views. The regulation of these 
various and interfering interests forms the prin- 
cipal task of modern legislation and involves the 
spirit of party and faction in the necessary and 
ordinary operations of government.” 

In other words, the division of voters into parties 
according to their political sentiments and views 
springs from the possession of different kinds and 
amounts of property. Illustrations of this theory 
may be readily recalled by those familiar with 
the role of the farmer vote, the labor vote, and the 
business vote in American politics. 

Though realistic, this theory must not be taken 
too narrowly. We are in great danger of being 
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misled by such words as capitalists, farmers, and 
\laborers. Capitalists, that is, people engaged in 
using money to make money, are certainly not 
‘all occupied in identical processes. Some are 
imanufacturers of commodities which come into 
‘sharp competition with European products and 
ifavor high protective tariffs on their particular 
goods. Others are engaged in producing com- 
imodities not subject to competition and may be 
‘stanch free traders. 

Again, capitalists interested in railways may be 
iutterly indifferent to protective tariffs because 
‘it matters little to them whether they haul do- 
‘mestic or foreign freight. 

A third group of capitalists are merchants who 
import many of the commodities they offer for 
‘sale and may look with pleasure upon low tariffs 
promising cheaper prices and larger turnovers. 

Finally, there are the financiers, the bankers, 
who lend money to industries and governments, 
foreign and domestic, apparently without patri- 
otic preference, considering the terms and security 
‘of their loans more important than national ad- 
vantages. They may be indifferent as to the 
schedules in tariff bills; or they may approve low 
rates on imports which facilitate the payment of 
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interest and charges on loans floated abroad. In- 
deed there is apparent now a rift between the 
bankers and manufacturers of the United States 
with respect to tariff policies. 

Hence we may conclude that bankers, railway 
investors, and importing merchants, all capitalists, 
might readily line up with Democratic cotton 
growers of the South in support of a low tariff 
campaign, assuming that the latter did not propose 
other radical measures calculated to alarm their 
allies. 

Nor is the case much different with regard to 
the “agricultural interest.” It too is divided into 
special interests. ‘The cotton growers of the South 
produce a staple which is sold largely in foreign 
markets and they are subjected to little compe- 
tition as yet from cotton raisers in other countries. 
Consequently they need no protection on their 
commodity and naturally favor a low tariff on 
the manufactured goods which they consume. 
On the other hand the raisers of wheat, corn, 
live-stock, and fruits have many formidable com- 
petitors and are generally found in the protective 
tariff lobbies when their particular commodities 
are under consideration. All this is made so 
clear by A. N. Holcombe in his book on The 
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|Political Parties of To-day that comment is su- 
||perfluous. One of the difficult tasks of political 
l\managers is to work out the proper combination 
)\that will unite the major portion of the farmers 
)under one political roof. 

| Not a whit more solid is the much vaunted 
“solidarity of labor.” Busily concerned with the 
| question of wages, trade unionists cannot be 
' entirely oblivious to the conditions which de- 
| termine wages. Those who labor in mills heavily 
‘protected against foreign competition may easily 
_ allow their practical interests (supposed at least) 
to outweigh their opposition to capitalists and 
vote with their employers. Again, one industry 
may be very prosperous while others are in a 
state of depression. Miners may be starving 
while railway conductors and engineers are living 
well and making large deposits in their union 
banks. 

It is also necessary to emphasize the “various 
-and unequal distribution of property’ mentioned 
by Madison. There are big and little capitalists, 
big and little farmers. Some are prosperous for 
one reason or another. Others are struggling 
along near the margin of subsistence or are heav- 
ily in debt. Hence the capitalistic and agri- 
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cultural interests are criss-crossed by intricate 
lines due to “the various and unequal distribution 
of property.” It takes a great deal of research 
and discernment to find the roots of “different 
sentiments and views” in any particular political 
situation, especially as it is hard to get all the 
pertinent data in the case. 

Additional difficulties in applying Madison’s 
theory arise from the fact that two persons in the 
same economic situation and cherishing the same 
“sentiments” may differ as to the best plan of 
action to advance their interests. Their motive 
may be purely economic and their prejudices | 
identical, but their reasoning divergent. For ex- 
ample, two capitalists confronted by a menacing 
labor agitation may utterly disagree as to the 
best method for dealing with it. One may favor 
calling in the police and the other urge the ex- 
pediency of conciliatory tactics. 

Presumably most of the directing classes know 
what their interests are, at least in detail; but they 
often make wrong guesses as to policies calculated 
to bring advantages to them in the long run. 
Moreover, as society becomes more complicated, 
the difficulties of figuring up the exact results 
likely to flow from particular types of action in- 
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kcrease. It is at this point that intelligence and 
information enter into policy-determining oper- 
fations. If two people of the same economic class, 
seeking the same economic advantage, disagree on 
imethods, evidently in this case the theory of eco- 
_homic interpretation breaks down; that is, it does 
“not explain the divergence in oneal view. 
Even the dictatorship of the proletariat in Russia 
is marked by bitter dissensions over policy. Still, 
though it does not by any means exhaust the science 
of the subject, economics is a fundamental branch 
of politics and offers the most satisfactory clue to 
the origin and development of political parties. 
Economics also runs into political situations 
which wear racial aspects. It is a matter of com- 
‘mon observation, for example, that Irish-Amer- 
icans are generally Democrats. A great deal of 
light can be thrown on this fact by economic 
history. In the beginning, the Irish who mi- 
grated to America were extremely poor in this 
world’s goods and settled in the cities as laborers. 
For a generation or two most of them were 
hewers of wood and drawers of water—until 
other races from southern and _ southeastern 
Europe came to take their places and enabled them 
to move up in the industrial scale. As laborers, 
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the Irish were generally drawn into the party of 
the masses and lined up against the classes. On 
the other hand, when the German migration set 
in heavily the federal government was giving 
away land in the West and thousands of Germans 
owed their farms to the bounty of the Republicans. 
This debt they did not forget. 

To some degree religious sentiments are con- 
nected with economic situations. Catholic writers 
are fond of saying that the Protestant revolt 
against the Roman Church sprang from a lust 
of the rising middle class for the property of the 
clergy. Undoubtedly this was a factor in a 
momentous religious change. Its importance is 
now demonstrated in many scientific works. To 
use another illustration, the prevalence of Demo- 
cratic party views among Catholics may be, to 
a considerable extent, attributed to the fact that 
a large proportion of the Catholics are of im- 
migrant stock and are to be found in or close to the 
laboring ranks of American industrial society. 

It is almost safe to say that, where diverse 
economic interests divide groups, common reli- 
gious sentiments will not completely weld them. 
In other words, religious ties are not often strong 
enough to bind opposing economic interests into 
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the same party. Protestant churches were divided 
in America over slavery, the Southern branches 
sustaining their “peculiar institution.” Methodists 
| and Baptists split over tariff schedules, the regu- 
| lation of railway rates, farm relief, and other 
economic questions. 

Confusion with respect to the roots of party 
differences is darkened by the very nature of 
party organization. It often happens that an 
institution, established for a clear and definite 
object, continues after its end has been attained. 
Herbert Spencer tells an amusing story of a 
society founded in England for the purpose of 
carrying on an agitation for a particular reform. 
It had its president, secretaries, agents, paid work- 
ers, and petty officers. After a long season of 
agitation, Parliament finally adopted the reform. 
Shortly after the triumph, Spencer called at the 
organization headquarters expecting to find great 
rejoicing. Instead he found universal sorrow. 
The achievement of the purposes of the society 
had abolished all the lucrative jobs which it 
maintained. So in politics. 

A political party has offices and positions yield- 
ing gains and profits. When in possession of the 
government it distributes honors, privileges, fa- 
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vors, and emoluments of one kind or another. 
The spoils of office alone are sufficient to sustain 
a large party. Once in power and enjoying its 
advantages, professional politicians are loath to 
lose what they have gained. Out of power, they 
hesitate to espouse any ideas that will defeat 
their efforts to capture the government. Hence 
on both sides regular party workers often pre- 
fer to avoid rather than to define issues, especially 
when there is risk in definition. The significance 
of this operating cause in politics calls for a special 
examination into the nature of parties as organ- 
izations. 


§ The Nature of the Political Party 


It is customary to regard the party as composed 
of all those who vote its ticket, but this is a very 
loose idea. Thousands who vote with a party 
are independents or members of opposing parties, 
who for the time being favor its candidates and 
platforms. Additional thousands who regularly 
vote a ticket devote no thought or time to party 
debates and conferences, and could not give a 
fifty-word account of why they happen to be in 
that particular party. According to another 
definition, the term “party” covers just those who 
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are openly enrolled on the party roster, as ree 
|\quired by law or practice, and thus entitled to par- 
\ticipate in party primaries. This group in fact 
‘consists of from thirty to eighty per cent of the 
| party voters. The number who actually go to the 
primaries and take a hand in electing party ofh- 
cers and nominating candidates is still smaller 
‘than the party membership, ranging sometimes 
| as low as ten per cent of the enrolled voters and 
not often higher than seventy per cent. 

Among the fifty per cent who may be reckoned 
as taking some positive interest in the affairs of 
the party, only a small portion can be regarded 
as active and influential. There are at the center 
some loyal and zealous party members who be- 
lieve that the welfare and safety of the Republic 
depend upon the principles which they advocate 
—members who hold no office and may be dis- 
interested. But we have no political micrometer 
for measuring the size of this element in each 
party. 

More constantly active, as a rule, are the reg- 
ular and permanent officials of the party, such 
as the committee members and chairmen (na- 
tional, state, and local), paid workers, office- 
holders dependent for their positions upon the 
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party, would-be office-holders looking to the party 
for preferment, editors of party newspapers and 
representatives of various interests (real estate, 
commercial, industrial, labor, etc.), which expect 
favors at the hands of the party. 

Once established, the party institution becomes 
a kind of imperium in imperio—a state within the 
state. It has its constitution, its officers, its laws, 
its treasury, its loyal subjects, and its penalties for 
treason. No one can hope to rise in politics ex- 
cept through the agency of some party. An in- 
dependent citizen who refuses to call himself a 
party member is looked upon as a “crank” or a 
“goody-goody.” A person who leaves his party 
and joins another is treated with contempt and 
scorn by his former colleagues. The vilest words 
in our political vocabulary are reserved for the 
party “deserter.” 

The whole spirit of party was accurately re- 
flected long ago in the Richmond Whig’s editorial 
on the “no-party man.” “We heartily join in de- 
siring the extermination of this pestiferous and 
demoralizing brood, and will do whatever we can 
to effect it. ... Let the Whigs and Democrats 
everywhere resolve that the gentry who are too 
pure to associate with either of them or to belong 
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to either party, shall not use them to their own in- 
dividual aggrandizement. Let them act upon the 
principle that the Whig or Democrat who has 
sense enough to form an opinion and honesty 
enough to avow it is to be preferred to the imbecile 
or the purist or the mercenary, who cannot come 
to a decision, or is ashamed of his principles, or 
from sordid considerations is afraid to declare 
them.” 

The party alignment, sharp enough before the 
Civil War, became even sharper for a long time 
after that great crisis, so that political indepen- 
dence or sympathy with any “third party” prin- 
ciples came to be regarded as a species of treason 
coupled with intellectual dishonesty. “The party,” 
says Ostrogorski, “became a sort of church which 
admitted no dissent and pitilessly excommunicated 
any one who deviated a hair’s-breadth from the es- 
tablished dogma or ritual, were it even from a 
feeling of deep piety, from a yearning for a more 
perfect realization of the ideal of holiness set be- 
fore the believer.” 


§ The Roots and Sources of Party Strength 


Why is it that party organization has become 
so minute in its ramifications and so powerful in 


[17 ] 


THE AMERICAN PARTY BATTLE 


the United States? To answer that question ade- 
quately, one would have to explore the structure 
of American society; but some of the more obvious 
reasons are agreed upon and may be enumerated 
here. 

In the first place, the large number of elective 
offices makes it impossible for the mass of the peo- 
ple to take an active part in nominating candidates 
and running the political machinery. Wherever 
elective officers are provided for, machinery for 
making nominations inevitably follows, with its 
long train of primaries, caucuses, conventions and 
committees. Each new elective office adds to the 
weight, strength, complexity, and immobility of 
the machine. Party business of necessity falls into 
the hands of professional workers experienced in 
the art of managing primaries and elections. 

Even the very structure of our federal system 
makes party government and strong party organ- 
ization indispensable if the will of the voters is to 
be realized. The legislative powers are divided 
between Congress and the states, so that if a party 
has a policy which requires federal and state action 
it must be in power in both governments. For ex- 
ample, if a party wants an interstate commerce 
law, it must go to Washington; if it wants a sup- 


[18 ] 


NATURE OF POLITICAL PARTIES 


plementary law regulating commerce within the 
‘state in a manner consistent with the federal law, 
it must go to the state legislature. If a party, 
therefore, has a systematic and national policy cov- 
ering the important questions of our day relative 
to railways, insurance, conservation, prohibition, 
and trust regulation, it must embrace within its 
plans federal and state laws; and in order to re- 
alize completely its program, it should be strong 
enough to control state and national legislatures. 
The legal separation of executive and legisla- 
tive powers serves to strengthen the political party; 
for democracy or majority rule, as now under- 
stood, requires the coordination of those two 
branches of government, and the political party is 
employed to bring them into harmony with each 
other. To take a homely example from daily life: 
no business man who has made up his mind that 
a certain thing shall be done would think for a 
moment of choosing an executive agent bitterly op- 
posed to the plan. And yet this is exactly what may 
happen and does often happen in American pol- 
itics. It frequently occurs that the legislature of 
a state is Republican and the governor Demo- 
cratic; that is, legislators are chosen to make laws 
which are to be enforced by an executive whose 
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party may be in violent opposition to those very 
laws. 

In order, therefore, for popular government 
actually to function, it is necessary that those who 
have decided upon a certain public policy should 
control not only the makers of the law, but also the 
principal officials charged with its execution. In 
England, this fact is frankly recognized in the un- 
written constitution; for the executive branch, that 
is, the Cabinet composed of the heads of depart- 
ments, is usually selected from the party having a 
majority in the House of Commons. The makers 
of the law and those charged with its execution 
are one. In the United States, however, this co- 
ordination of the legislature and the executive 
must be secured outside the written law; and it is 
the party system which makes it possible. It is 
the party that assures the nomination of candidates 
who are in a fair degree of harmony with one an- 
other, and who, if elected, can work consistently 
together in legislative and executive positions to 
carry out the will of the voters expressed at the 
ballot box. 

Passing outward from the structure of govern- 
ment, which in itself makes for strong party or- 
ganization, we encounter the “spoils system” as a 
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contributing factor. To some extent, of course, 
civil service reform has reduced the relative num- 
ber of offices to be filled by party adherents, but 
there still remains an enormous number of federal 
and state positions to be divided among the vic- 
tors. The political appointments subject to the 
President’s orders have an annual value of mil- 
lions. The multiplication of the functions of state 
administration has enlarged the appointing power 
of the governor and the state senate. Every state 
legislature has within its gift legislative offices 
and positions available for partisan purposes, usu- 
ally free from civil service control. For example, 
there are sergeants-at-arms and assistant sergeants- 
at-arms, principal doorkeepers, first and second 
assistant doorkeepers, journal clerks, executive 
clerks, index clerks, revision clerks, librarians, 
messengers, postmasters, janitors, stenographers, 
and messengers to the various committees and as- 
sistants first and second, too numerous to mention. 
Then there are city offices, high and low, stead- 
ily multiplying in number, and, in spite of the 
civil service restrictions, within the gift of the po- 
litical party that wins at the polls. Finally there 
are the election officers, a veritable army of in- 
spectors, ballot clerks, and poll clerks for the pri- 
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mary and regular elections, who derive anywhere 
from $10 to $50 a year for their services. Every 
large city annually pays thousands of dollars to 
the officials who preside at primaries and elections. 
Party machines are strengthened by huge levies 
on the candidates. Generally speaking, no one 
can hope to be elected to office to-day without be- 
ing nominated by one of the political parties. The 
party organization wages the campaign which 
carries the candidate into office. What is more 
natural and just than the demand that the candi- 
date shall help to pay the legitimate expenses of 
the campaigne It is a regular practice, therefore, 
for party organizations, state and local, to collect 
tribute from candidates for nomination as well as 
nominees to offce—as a rule in proportion to 
the value of the office they seek. There are in ad- 
dition levies on office-holders after election, some- 
times in spite of the laws forbidding it. Office- 
holders do not always wait to be pressed by party 
managers in this matter. It is not expedient. 
The construction of parks, school buildings, 
highways and other public works yields revenues 
to the party organization which controls the let- 
ting of contracts. High bids may be accepted on 
the condition that the surplus shall go to the party 
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war chest or to the party leaders. The capitol 
building and grounds at Albany cost New York 
|inearly $25,000,000, and the plunder of the public 
|itreasury in the construction of the capitol at Har- 
| risburg is a notorious chapter in Pennsylvania his- 
itory. 
| Even more important, as an economic factor, 
| than the spoils of office are the large funds se- 
cured by party organizations from private inter- 
| ests and distributed by their officers and work- 
| ers.1 Perhaps the most fruitful source of revenue 
| for party treasuries during recent years has been 
| contributions from business corporations—even 
though prohibited by law in many states. They 
must all apply to the government, national, state 
or municipal, for the right to come into existence 
in the first place, and for the right to extend their 
operations in the second place. They are subject 
to constant regulation by municipal councils, state 
legislatures, or Congress (possibly by all three 
agencies) ; they are compelled to do things which 
cost them large sums of money or to abstain from 
doing things which are highly profitable. In these 
circumstances, corporations often find it cheap to 





1. J. K. Pollock, Party Campaign Funds. 
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pay party “bosses” for favors and immunities. 
With a kindred concern for practical ends, indus- 
trial concerns which thrive under protective tariffs 
often “insure themselves against free trade” by 
contributing generously to party war chests. Far 
more elusive is the collection of party rev- 
enues in return for the protection of gambling, 
liquor selling, and vice in various forms. The ex- 
tent to which this source of funds is exploited at 
any time by any party is, of course, impossible to 
ascertain; but authentic documents show that in 
the not distant past huge sums for party war chests 
have come from the government protection of those 
who violate its laws. 

Sometimes the private interests affected by gov- 
ernmental action give money to parties to secure 
favors or prevent regulations really designed in 
the public interest. Sometimes they are forced to 
contribute, “blackmailed”, by party leaders under 
threats of punitive legislation if they do not. On 
many occasions, they have given money to both 
the leading parties with a view to getting a “friend 
at court” without fail. 

Leaving the economic realm for that of social 
psychology, we are on a less secure ground in 
searching for the sources of party power, but here 
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too are factors which contribute to the strength of 
political organizations. From the days of de 
Tocqueville to those of Bryce, foreign observers 
I|have noted that the people of America are given 
Ito the formation of associations of every kind. 
! There are in the United States literally thousands 
| of lodges, orders, and fraternal societies; there are 
| political, social, benevolent, religious, and reform 
| societies without number. It is a rare American 
who is not a member of five or six. 

The causes of this zeal for association are ob- 
scure, but it may be in part attributed to the fer- 
ment of opinions in a democracy. Anyone who 
gets a new idea or a variant on an old one wants 
to start a society to propagate it. There are prac- 
tical benefits, too, which are not to be ignored— 
assistance in business, trade, and professions. The 
phenomenon has also been attributed by some 
acute foreign observers to the weakness of the in- 
dividual and the power of the mass where theories 
of equality prevail. Since levelling doctrines are 
professed and no aristocracy is legally recognized, 
the individual who refuses to associate on equal 
terms with all other members of the community is 
an object of curiosity if not suspicion. If he must 
live by a trade or profession, he cannot hope to 
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succeed as long as he refuses to join clubs and so- 
cieties. 

Like a church or any other society, the political 
party may be used as a social club through which 
a young man or woman may make valuable ac- 
quaintances and secure business, clients, or patients 
as the case may be. The social power of the party 
organization enables it to intrench itself by draw- 
ing into its ranks the best energies and talents of 
young people who, though by no means devoid of 
idealistic motives, cannot be blind to the stern 
necessities of the struggle for existence. In some 
cities, it is well for the young lawyer practicing 
in certain courts to be known as a prominent work- 
er in the party to which the presiding judges be- 
long. A Democratic doctor in a strongly Repub- 
lican district of a Northern city would doubt- 
less find his rise in the world somewhat han- 
dicapped if he were overzealous in the support 
of his party, and a belligerent Republican lawyer 
in a Southern city might very well find his busi- 
ness limited to practice in the federal courts. The 
subtle influences of party control are doubtless 
more powerful than the gross influences which ap- 
pear upon the surface. 

Equally elusive is the influence of the press and 
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propaganda. Nearly all newspapers are affiliated 
with political parties; even the avowedly indepen- 
dent papers are controlled by men affiliated with 
parties. Most political editorials are written with 
a party bias or with a view to party advantage. 
Even the news is colored more or less by party 
opinions. The emphasis given to events, the head- 
lines, and the method of treatment reflect party 
pressures. During campaigns especially, the po- 
litical atmosphere is charged with propaganda— 
printed, written, and oral. Even gossip, damaging 
or advantageous to candidates, sweeps like a whirl- 
wind through party clubs and organizations. 
Someone has said that a party is “a great political 
whispering gallery.” 

Last, but not least, an effective practice, contrib- 
uting to party strength, is the assistance given to the 
voters by the machine. Party leaders and workers 
favor the poor voters by a thousand charitable 
acts. They give outings, picnics, clam-bakes, and 
celebrations for them; they help the unemployed 
to get work with private corporations or in gov- 
ernmental departments; they pay the rent of sick 
and unfortunate persons about to be dispossessed ; 
they appear in court for those in trouble, and often 
a word to the magistrate saves the voter from the 
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workhouse or even worse; they remember the chil- 
dren at Christmas; and, in short, they are the ever 
watchful charity agents for their respective neigh- 
borhoods. A kind word and a little money in time 
of pressing need often will go further than an elo- 
quent sermon on civic virtue. Thus politics as it 
operates through party organization is a serious 
and desperately determined business activity; it 
works night and day; it is patient; it gets what it 
can; it never relaxes. 
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FEDERALIST-REPUBLICAN ALIGNMENT 


history into three periods, using changes in 
party names as the basis of the division. Ac- 
cording to this scheme, there have been three great 
party alignments since the formation of the Con- 
stitution: Federalists against Republicans (1789- 
1816), Whigs against Democrats (1830-1856), 
and Republicans against Democrats (1856 to the 
present time). Although the dates are merely ap- 
proximate, they furnish useful chronological clues. 
But this division is arbitrary and only for con- 
venience. In fact, there has been no sharp break 
in the sources of party strength, in policy, or in 
opinion. On the contrary, these three alignments 
have been merely phases of one unbroken conflict 
originating in the age of George Washington and 
continuing without interruption to our own time. 


§ Federalist Measures 


The first of these alignments — Federalists 
against Republicans—was connected more or less 
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directly with the contest over the framing and 
adoption of the federal Constitution.* 

Authorities are generally agreed that the main 
support for the Constitution came from merchants, 
manufacturers, government bond holders, and 
other people of substantial property interests 
“along the line of the seaboard towns and popu- 
lous regions.” ‘They are likewise agreed that the 
Opposition came mainly from the inland farmers, 
debtors, and less prosperous sections of the 
country.” 

The feelings aroused by the contest over the 
Constitution had not disappeared when the first 
administration was organized in 1789 with Wash- 
ington as President and friends of the new system 
installed in all branches of the government—execu- 
tive, legislative and judicial. With Alexander 
Hamilton, first Secretary of the Treasury, in the 
lead, the advocates of the new order, soon to be 
known as Federalists, carried through a series of 


1. The roots of party antagonism lie deep in colonial times. In Virginia, 
there were contests between the upland farmers and the gentlemen planters of ° 
the seaboard before the seventeenth century closed. During the stirring prelude 
to the Revolution against Great Britain, the division between the Patriots and 
the Tories was supplemented by sharp divisions among the former. More than 
once the mechanics of the towns frightened the merchants by radical demands 
and serious rioting. All through the War of Independence, the revolutionists 
were spit into sacieal ca conservative factions—mechanics and poor farmers 
against the merchants and possessors of large property. i 
American Civilization, Vol. I, pp. 266-68. Be PEEP een oat cages 

2. Beard, Economic Interpretation of the Constituti - 
Economic Origins of Jeffersonian Democracy, pp. 19. ieepneeput Mb ee Nee 
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economic measures which in time divided the 
country into two powerful parties. In summary 
form, these measures were as follows: 

1. The funding of the national debt. All the 
old bonds, certificates, and other evidences of in- 
debtedness issued by the Continental Congress dur- » 
ing the Revolution were called in and new bonds 
for face value given to the holders. 

2. The assumption of the revolutionary debts 
of the states. The federal government also called 
in the revolutionary debts of the states and issued 
new federal bonds instead; that is, the federal 
government assumed the obligations of the states 
and added them to the general debt of the nation. 

These two operations, funding and assumption, 
deeply affected the purses of classes and masses. 
Before Hamilton began his work, the old bonds 
and notes issued during the Revolution had been 
selling at from ten to twenty cents on the dollar, 
because the national government and several states 
had failed to meet their obligations. During the 
dark days of uncertainty, a large part of this 
paper had been bought by speculators from the 
original holders at low prices with a view to profit 
taking. In the end, funding and assumption in- 
creased the value of the depreciated securities to 
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the amount of approximately forty million dollars 
—a huge sum for those days. To raise the money 
to pay the interest on the debt, the federal govern- 
ment had to lay heavy taxes on the people, most 
of whom were farmers, not bondholders. 

3. Protective tariff. The third measure on the 
Federalist program was the protection of Amer- 
ican industries by the imposition of customs duties 
on imports coming into competition with Ameri- 
can products. Hamilton openly favored an elab- 
orate system of protection. Although his plans 
were not adopted in full, the first revenue bill 
passed in 1789 was mildly protective and, in time, 
other protective features were added. 

4. The United States Bank. Under Hamilton’s 
leadership, Congress chartered a banking corpora- 
tion, authorized it to raise a large capital com- 
posed, three-fourths, of new federal bonds, and 
empowered it to issue currency and do a general 
banking business. 

5. A sound national currency. Under the new 
Constitution, the states had to stop issuing paper 
money. The gold and silver coin of the United 
States now provided by law became the money of 
the country, with the notes of the United States 
Bank circulating on a parity. 
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6. Discrimination in favor of American ship- 
ping. To encourage the construction of an Amer- 
ican merchant marine, Congress provided that the 
tonnage duties on foreign-built and foreign-owned 
ships should be five times as high as the duties on 
American ships. In line with this, other conces- 
sions were made to native shipping, especially that 
engaged in the China trade. 

7. National defense. In creating a navy and a 
standing army, Congress had more in mind than 
the mere defense of the country against foreign 
foes. The navy was useful in protecting commerce 
on the high seas and the army in suppressing up- 
risings such as had occurred in Massachusetts in 
1786. In other words, economic factors as well as 
patriotism were involved in the process. 

8. Foreign affairs. When the wars of the 
French Revolution broke out in Europe, the 
Washington administration, largely inspired by 
Hamilton, frankly sympathized with England as 
against France and looked on the contest in the 
Old World as a conflict between property and or- 
der on the one side and democracy and anarchy on 
the other—akin in fact to the political dispute at 
home. 
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Now these measures were not excursions in the- 
ory. They were acts of power involving the pock- 
etbooks of groups, affecting the distribution of 
wealth and the weight of classes in politics. Cer- 
tainly the first six of them bore directly upon the 
economic interests of the citizens. 

Under these laws, large sums of money were 
paid to the holders of government bonds who had 
been receiving little or nothing; people who were 
moderately well off one day found themselves rich 
the next. Under these laws, stockholders in the 
United States Bank earned handsome profits on 
their investment, protected manufacturers entered 
upon a period of prosperity, and merchants and 
money lenders were enabled, by the sound cur- 
rency system and adequate judicial assistance, to 
carry on their operations safely in all parts of the 
country. Under these laws, heavy taxes were col- 
lected to pay the interest on the bonds and to main- 
tain the new government. 

Were these things done for beneficiaries at the 
expense of other classes, notably the farmers, or 
did the increased production caused by the opera- 
tions more than cover the cost? On this point 
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economists disagree and the historian cannot an- 
swer the question mathematically. 

At all events, however, a considerable portion 
of the American people came to the conclusion 
that the Federalist measures and policies above 
enumerated in fact transferred money to invest- 
ors, merchants, manufacturers, and the capitalistic 
interests in general, at the expense of the masses 
—a majority of whom were farmers and planters. 
“This plan of a National Bank is calculated to 
benefit a small part of the United States, the mer- 
cantile interest only; the farmers, the yeomanry, 
will derive no advantage from it,” complained a 
member of Congress from Georgia. The protec- 
tive tariff on steel will operate “as an oppressive, 
though indirect, tax upon agriculture,” lamented 
a Congressman from Virginia. “The funding sys- 
tem was intended to effect what the Bank was con- 
trived to accelerate: 1. Accumulation of great 
wealth in a few hands. 2. A political moneyed 
engine,” protested another Virginia statesman. 

In time, the citizens who took this view of the 
Hamiltonian program were marshalled, first as 
Anti-Federalists and later as Republicans, under 
the leadership of Thomas Jefferson, who was by 
occupation and opinion well fitted for his mission, 
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A planter, Jefferson was acquainted with the in- 
terests of agriculture. Moreover, he believed and 
said openly that “cultivators of the earth are the 
most valuable citizens. They are the most vigor- 
ous, the most independent, the most virtuous, and 
they are tied to their country and wedded to its 
liberty and interests by the most lasting bonds.” 
In logical relation, he had a low opinion of com- 
merce and industry, which created urban masses. 
“The mobs of great cities,” he asserted, “add just 
so much to the support of pure government as sores 
do to the strength of the human body.” 

Holding such opinions, Jefferson set out to 
enlist a large following in his struggle against the 
capitalistic measures of Hamilton. He made his 
strongest appeal directly to the agriculturalists of 
the country. And when his party was fully organ- 
ized he took pride in saying that “the whole landed 
interest is republican,” that is, lined up on his side 
of the contest. 

Speaking of the Federalists arrayed against him 
on the other side, Jefferson said that they included 
all the federal office holders, “all who want to be 
officers, all timid men who prefer the calm of des- 
potism to the boisterous sea of liberty, British 
merchants and Americans trading on British cap- 
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itals, speculators and holders in the banks and pub- 
lic funds, a contrivance invented for the purposes 
of corruption.” 

Appealing to the farmers and the masses in gen- 
eral against the larger capitalistic interests, Jeffer- 
son’s party inevitably took a popular, that is, a 
democratic turn. This was in keeping with his 
theories, for he thought that kings, clergy, nobles, 
and other ruling classes of Europe had filled their 
countries with poverty and misery and kept the 
world in turmoil with useless wars. The common 
people, he reasoned, if given liberty and let alone, 
would be happier under their own government 
than under any ruling class. 

To their economic arguments, the Jeffersonians 
added a constitutional theory. They declared that 
the Constitution did not give Congress the power 
to charter a bank, provide protection for manufac- 
turers, and pass certain other measures sponsored 
by the Federalists. This was a “strict contruc- 
tion” of the Constitution; that is, the powers of 
Congress were to be interpreted narrowly and the 
rights of the states liberally. Although the Fed- 
eralists included in their ranks most of the leading 
men who had made the Constitution, they were 
thus accused of violating the very fundamental law 
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which they had conceived and adopted. In this 
way, arose the wordy battle over the “true mean- 
ing” of the Constitution and the “rights of states” 
which occupies such a large place in the history 
of American political loquacity. 

To the disputes over domestic questions were 
added differences of opinion about foreign pol- 
icies. In the very spring in which Washington was 
inaugurated with such acclaim, the Estates Gen- 
eral met at Versailles and opened the first scene 
in the great drama of the French Revolution; in 
1791 a new constitution was put into effect and 
the power of the king was practically destroyed; 
the next year the first French republic was estab- 
lished; in 1793 Louis XVI was executed, and war 
was declared on England. ‘These events were 
watched with deep interest by American citizens. 

The more radical elements of the population, 
fresh from their own triumph over George III, 
remembered with satisfaction the execution of 
Charles I by their ancestors, and took advantage 
of the occasion to rejoice in the death of another 
ruler—the French monarch. A climax came in 
1793, when France called on the United States to 
fulfill the terms of the treaty of 1778, in return for 
the assistance which had been given to the Ameri- 
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cans in their struggle with England. The rad- 
icals wanted to aid France, either openly or se- 
cretly, in her war on England, but Washington and 
his conservative supporters refused to be drawn 
into the European controversy. So the Americans 
were divided into contending groups over foreign 
policy, and the division ran in the main along the 
line already cut by the Federalist-Republican con- 
test over domestic questions. 


§ The Federalist-Republican Battle 


As the critics of the administration, known at 
first as Anti-Federalists, slowly changed from a 
mere opposition group into a regular party and 
took on the name Republican, the friends of the 
administration with Hamilton, John Jay, and John 
Adams in the lead, began to organize for political 
warfare under the banner of Federalism. In the 
third presidential election, the party alignment 
was complete. Jefferson, the leader of the Repub- 
licans, was roundly denounced as an atheist and 
leveler; while Adams, the Federalist candidate, 
was condemned by his opponents as “the mon- 
archist.” So sharply drawn was the contest that 
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Adams was chosen by the narrow margin of three 
electoral votes. 

During Adams’ administration, the Federalist 
party was thoroughly discredited. The Republi- 
can newspapers heaped indiscriminate abuse upon 
the head of the President and the Federalists gen- 
erally. As a result Congress pushed through the 
Alien and Sedition Acts—the first authorizing the 
President to expel certain aliens deemed danger- 
ous to the safety and peace of the country, and the 
second making the publication of attacks on any 
branch of the federal government a crime. 

Under the Sedition Act, many Republicans were 
severely punished for trivial criticisms of the ad- 
ministration. For example, Callender, a friend of 
Jefferson, was convicted for saying, among other 
things: “Mr. Adams has only completed the scene 
of ignominy which Mr. Washington began.” In 
letter and spirit the Act seemed contrary to the 
amendment to the federal Constitution guarantee- 
ing freedom of press and speech against federal in- 
terference. At all events, the two laws called forth 
the famous Kentucky and Virginia Resolutions, 
and convinced even those moderately inclined to- 
wards democracy that Federalism meant the es- 
tablishment of political tyranny. The death knell 
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of the Federalist party was rung. Jefferson was 
elected in 1800 by a substantial majority over the 
Federalist candidate. 

It has been the fashion to ascribe to the Feder- 
alists a political philosophy born of innate ill-will 
for the people. “Your people, sir,” Hamilton is 
supposed to have said, “is a great beast” —as if in a 
burst of petulance. 

Now this imputation is not entirely just. No 
doubt some of the emotions to which Federalists 
gave free vent were the feelings common to per- 
sons of large property—feelings of superiority and 
virtue. But there were practical grounds for dis- 
trusting “the people.” Throughout the Revolu- 
tion “the lower orders” had given trouble to the 
right wing of patriotism, threatening to upset the 
new ship of state before it was launched. Indeed, 
some blood had been shed in conflicts among the 
Patriots themselves before independence was won. 

To the Tories who remained in America and 
rallied to the Federalist cause, the masses were, of 
course, contemptible in opinion and conduct. In 
the eyes of the Patriots of the right, the new democ- 
racy was responsible for the failure to pay the in- 
terest on the national and state debts between 1783 
and 1789, for the refusal to grant aid and protec- 
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tion to American industry, for the uprising against 
the “rich and well-born” in Massachusetts in 1786, 
and for sundry other disturbances in the body pol- 
itic. When, therefore, Federalists cursed the peo- 
ple—as they did in gross and in detail—they were 
not merely expressing a conservative temper. 
Rather were they reasoning, so they thought, from 
experience, bitter realistic experience at that. 
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TWENTY-EIGHT YEARS OF THE J EFFERSONIAN 
PARTY 


For twenty-eight years, from 1801 to 1829, Pres- 
idents calling themselves Republican occupied the 
White House—Jefferson, Madison, Monroe, and 
John Quincy Adams—and except for a short time 
at the beginning they were well supported in Con- 
gress by party members of their own persuasion. 
During this period, the Federalist party, as a na- 
tional organization, died a lingering death. It 
continued to put up candidates until 1816, but after 
that failure it disappeared from the national the- 
ater. Deprived of a shelter all their own, active 
Federalists then went into the Republican organ- 
ization and did what they could to bend it in their 
direction, while the intransigents of the old gener- 
ation often sulked in their tents, lamenting the evil 
days upon which they had fallen. 

Although they possessed the power of govern- 
ment, the Republicans, it must be said, did not 
have a perfectly free hand in carrying their poli- 
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cies into effect. For more than half of this period, 
the nations of Europe were engaged in the devas- 
tating Napoleonic wars which interfered with the 
shipment of American agricultural produce to 
Europe, and for a brief term the United States was 
at war with Great Britain. Owing to foreign 
events beyond their control, the Republicans were 
compelled to adopt many devices not to their lik- 
ing, or at least contrary to their professions. 


§ Republican Economic Measures 


Nothing had caused more discussion among the 
Republicans than the national debt. Members of 
the extreme left had argued that it should be repu- 
diated, that inasmuch as soldiers had given their 
lives to the revolutionary cause property owners 
should sacrifice their financial contributions, Not 
many, of course, held this extreme Opinion, but 
some did, and the Federalists had attributed such 
views to the Republicans in general. A middle 
faction of Republicans opposed repudiation but 
thought that some reduction should be made in the 
generous terms adopted by Hamilton. All Repub- 
licans agreed that, in any case, the debt was a bur- 
den on the taxpayers, most of whom were farmers, 
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that it was a source of speculation and corruption 
in Congress, and that it should be discharged in 
full as soon as possible. 

Hence the Republicans paid off the national 
debt as fast as they could, and they were in a fair 
way to extinguish it when they got into a war with 
Great Britain in 1812 and were simply forced to 
increase it. 

Hamilton’s second great political institution, the 
United States Bank, likewise came in for its full 
share of Republican attack. On this point there 
was no compromise. In 1811, at the end of the 
twenty-year term, the charter of the Bank expired, 
and the Republicans refused to renew the life of 
the great “money power.” ‘The banking business 
passed into the hands of banks chartered by the 
states and the paper notes of these concerns flooded 
the country, some of them good, many of them bad. 

If it had not been for a crisis, the Republicans 
probably would have stood firmly against any re- 
vival of the United States Bank. But during the 
war with Great Britain, which they undertook 
against the wishes of the business and commercial 
sections, they were driven into a corner in their 
efforts to pay their bills. In the end, they had to 
choose between surrendering to the private banks, 
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which had sprung up in the business centers such 
as Boston, New York, and Philadelphia, and es- 
tablishing a semi-political government bank under 
their own control. In the dilemma, they naturally 
chose the latter plan; in 1816 a Republican Con- 
gress chartered the second United States Bank and 
a Republican President approved it. Members on 
the left wing opposed this action and in growing 
numbers waged war on the new “money power.” 
As we shall see, they split the party and destroyed 
the Bank. Even members of the middle and right 
factions accepted the Bank as a measure of neces- 
sity merely to save the government in their hands 
from a worse fate. 

Into the tax program of the Republicans, the 
War of 1812 broke with incredible force. They 
had bitterly opposed the Federalists’ direct taxes, 
which fell heavily upon land, and their internal 
taxes, especially the tax on whiskey which reached 
into the pockets of thousands of farmers who had 
little stills of their own. Once installed in office, 
the Republicans reduced and abolished until they 
cut the direct and internal revenue taxes and duties 
down almost to the vanishing point. These bur- 
dens so odious to agriculture had nearly disap- 
peared when several of them had to be revived 
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after war was declared on Great Britain. Wars 
cost money and somebody must pay for them! Yet 
it could be truly said that, until necessity com- 
pelled them to choose another course, the Repub- 
lican statesmen had done their best to ease the 
taxes distasteful to their agricultural constituents. 

Tariff schedules likewise became involved in war 
necessities. Those established under Federalist aus- 
pices were mildly protectionist in character. 
Hamilton’s thorough-going program had been re- 
jected by Congress. As the rates which the Repub- 
licans found in force on coming into office were 
light and yielded large revenues to pay off the 
hated debt, no radical changes were made in a 
downward direction. 

On the contrary, the opposite happened. The 
wars in Europe, the War of 1812, the blockades, 
and the depredations played havoc with American 
farmers and planters. Unable to ship their prod- 
uce abroad freely, they found it spoiling on their 
hands or sinking in price for the want of a market. 
Why not have a home market, therefore, beyond 
the reach of wars? Manufacturers approved the 
idea and offered to furnish the market for the 
produce of farms and plantations if they could get 
sufficient protection against foreign competition. 
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Despite loud protests on the left wing, the Re- 
publicans adopted in 1816 a protective tariff bill 
which would have delighted Hamilton had he 
been alive to see it. In a long oration, John C. 
Calhoun, a South Carolina planter, defended the 
bill in Congress on the ground that it would fur- 
nish a market for the produce of the soil. And 
the stoutest opposition came from New England 
whose shipping interests, engaged in a lucrative 
carrying trade, did not want foreign imports re- 
duced by high tariffs. The business was economic 
but tables were reversed. As we shall see, when 
conditions changed, planters and farmers could 
alter their tariff policies. At no time did they for- 
get to cherish the land. 

Land—the source of Jefferson’s party interest— 
also figured in two other strokes of policy made 
by the Republicans during this period. In 1803 
they purchased the Louisiana Territory from Na- 
poleon and thus added enough land to Satisfy, it 
seemed, farmers and planters for a century or 
more. True to their class, the financial and com- 
mercial Federalists on the seaboard opposed the 
purchase on the ground that it would soon enable 
the agricultural interests of the South and West 
to dominate the country. That dominance was ex- 
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actly what the Republicans wanted and, as they 
had a majority in Congress, the treaty of purchase 
was ratified. 

The question of land similarly entered the War 
of 1812. According to the usual school-book tra- 
ditions, this war was fought in defense of Ameri- 
can rights against British depredations on the sea, 
but Professor Julius W. Pratt, in his Expansionists 
of 1812, has demolished that theory. Commercial 
interests were generally opposed to the war. Plant- 
ers and farmers voted for it. The grand outcome 
was to be the annexation of the two Floridas for 
the planters and the annexation of Canada for the 
farmers. In the process, the Indian allies of Great 
Britain on the frontier were to be reduced to order 
so that pioneers could take up their abode in peace 
on the edges of American civilization. Owing to 
inadequate military preparations the plans failed. 

The truth is that the Republicans did not be- 
lieve in a powerful navy and a powerful standing 
army. In Jefferson’s eyes, a navy was a costly 
Federalist device for which farmers and planters 
had to pay in taxes simply to protect the property 
of American shippers on the high seas. 

Loyal to farmer traditions, Jefferson feared a 
strong regular army. It was expensive, he thought, 
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and unnecessary because the popular militia could 
be relied upon to keep order and defend the coun- 
try. Although Jefferson used the navy with vigor 
and telling effect on the Barbary pirates, he and 
his party reduced rather than strengthened the 
regular armed forces of the country. The failure 
to achieve their ends in the War of 1812 may be 
laid at their door. Farmers did not realize that 
banking and fighting were professions that could 
not be learned overnight. 

On the whole, it could be said that the Repub- 
licans were loyal to the landed interest which they 
frankly championed in politics. Most of their 
apparent veerings in the Federalist direction were 
due to that loyalty rather than to any conversion of 
heart. 


§. Republican Political Theory. 


In the development of political theory, the Re- 
publicans proceeded with considerable directness. 

On the side of ceremony, their task was easy. 
For various reasons the Federalists had wanted to 
surround the government with pomp and circum- 
stance. Many of them were old Tories who had 
enjoyed prostrating themselves before the mon- 
archy and the church in the days of King George. 
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Some of them were rich and idle, and could not 
think of anything more diverting than presidential 
balls, receptions, and etiquette: Others, taking a 
more utilitarian view, looked upon parades, lace, 
gold braid, brass buttons, spangles, horse hair, and 
robes as useful things to awe “the mob,” give it 
respect for government, and keep it on its knees. 
Since a number of Jefferson’s followers were 
among the people called “the mob” by Federalists 
and since farmers did not as a rule care for cere- 
mony, the Republicans laid great stress on sim- 
plicity and abandoned many of the ceremonial 
precedents set by Washington and Adams. Jeffer- 
son once stopped at a boarding house and walked 
to the capitol for his inauguration! “Jeffersonian 
simplicity’ was a great slogan for succeeding 
generations, even though Jefferson lived lavishly 
most of his life. 

This doctrine of simplicity, in fact, fitted well 
into the larger Jeffersonian creed of “the less gov- 
ernment the better”—a creed likewise adapted to 
the primitive agricultural life of the country. Lest 
there be some doubt about his political philosophy 
on this score, Jefferson was careful to make a full 
statement in his very first inaugural. Besides 
praising religious liberty, majority rule, freedom 
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of press, “the encouragement of agriculture and of 
commerce as its handmaid,” the diffusion of infor- 
mation, and the “supremacy of the civil over the 
military authority,” Jefferson clearly described his 
political ideal: “a wise and frugal Government 
which shall restrain men from injuring one an- 
other, shall leave them otherwise free to regulate 
their own pursuits of industry and improvement 
and shall not take from the mouth of labor the 
bread it has earned. This is the sum of good gov- 
ernment and this is necessary to close the circle of 
our felicities.” In a word, here is the whole gospel 
of laissez faire, no government in business, so ap- 
propriate to simple agriculture, and, half a cen- 
tury later, as a curious fate would have it, to the 
requirements of manufacturers in resisting factory 
legislation. 

With a similar pertinence to reality, the Repub- 
licans championed intellectual freedom. They had 
suffered severely at the hands of the Federalists 
under the Sedition Act, and they refused, when 
in power, to make use of the instrumentality they 
had previously condemned, until slavery—the 
labor basis of the planting system—was menaced 
by agitation. . 

In harmony with their general theories, but also 
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_ resting on practical grounds, was the Republican 
creed respecting the judiciary. Believing in ma- 
jority rule, Jefferson held that it was absurd and 
contrary to the Constitution to give to the federal 
judiciary the right to declare acts of Congress null 
and void, that is, as he put it, the right to pre- 
scribe rules for the government of the legislative 
and executive branches. 

Beyond theory lay realities. A Federalist justice 
of the Supreme Court, Samuel Chase, had been 
particularly active in denouncing from the bench 
“dangerous democratic doctrines,” and the Repub- 
licans attempted to oust him by impeachment. De- 
feated in this effort by the Senate, they were all 
the more convinced in their opposition to what has 
been called “judicial supremacy.” If they showed 
any tendency to relax, they were likely to be 
aroused again by a ringing decision against state 
rights by Chief Justice Marshall, a doughty Fed- 
eralist whom the Federalists put on the bench for 
life just as Jefferson came to power for a term. 

Only on one important point of political theory 
did the Republicans reverse themselves in prac- 
tice. When they were opposing Hamilton’s eco- 
nomic program, they held that the Constitution 
should be strictly construed, that the federal gov- 
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ernment could not do anything which the Consti- 
tution did not clearly authorize. However, when 
they came to exercising power themselves they 
were not seriously troubled by such strait-laced 
views. The Constitution certainly did not say 
anything about buying more territory; yet the 
Republicans bought Louisiana with great rejoic- 
ing. Jefferson thought the transaction unconsti- 
tutional, but lawyers found a warrant for it in the 
clause giving the President and Senate the right 
to make treaties. In any case, it took a liberal 
eye to find it. 

With equal facility the Federalists, once loose 
constructionists, now that tables were turned, took 
a strict view of the Constitution. Since they were 
in the opposition, nearly everything Republican 
was “‘unconstitutional”—the embargo, the Louisi- 
ana Purchase, and conscription for the War of 
1812, for example. If their speeches are to be 
taken literally, they were in great distress lest the 
Constitution be violated by the free interpretation 
made by Republicans. 

Reviewing this reversal of political theory by 
both parties, a cynic might say that circumstances 
alter opinions and laugh softly at the constitutional 
eloquence of lawyers. But a fairer judgment 
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would be that actions which we approve never 
appear in the same light as actions which we dis- 
like. At all events, ‘“‘strict interpretation” received 
a severe jolt at the hands of its authors and never 
wore the same aspect again. 

If the Republicans grew a bit “loose” in their 
constitutional theories while they were in power, 
they at least contributed one fairly definite article 
of political faith, namely, the idea that no Presi- 
dent should serve more than two terms. Washing- 
ton had declined a third term—not because he 
thought it unconstitutional or contrary to political 
wisdom. The fact was that he had served his 
country for many long years and was in need of 
a well-earned rest. Jefferson was also thoroughly 
weary in 1809 and did not want a third term on 
any conditions, but he made a kind of philosophy 
out of his preference, saying: “General Washing- 
ton set the example of voluntary retirement after 
eight years. I shall follow it. And a few more 
precedents will oppose the obstacle of habit to 
anyone after awhile who shall endeavor to extend 
his term. Perhaps it will beget a disposition to 
establish it by an amendment of the Constitution.” 

Rustic simplicity, Jaissez faire, freedom of 
opinion, a critical attitude toward the judiciary, 
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a strict but convenient interpretation of the Con- 
stitution, and the third term doctrine—such were 
the chief political articles among the professions of 
Jeffersonian Republicans. 
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CHAPTER IV 


NATIONAL REPUBLICAN (WHIG) -DEMOCRATIC 
ALIGNMENT 


§ The Changing Economic Order 


supremacy, certain fundamental economic 

changes occurred, which strengthened the 
left wing of that party. These great changes were 
connected with the settlement of the Northwest 
Territory, the extension of cotton culture into the 
Southwest, and the revolution wrought in Eastern 
industry by machinery. 

In the process, the balance of power was shifted 
from the seaboard states to the West. Kentucky 
was admitted to the Union in 1792, Tennessee 
in 1796, Ohio in 1803, Louisiana in 1812, Indiana 
in 1816, Illiniois in 1818, Mississippi in 1817, 
Alabama in 1819, and Missouri in 1821. 

In these Western states there arose a type of 
economic society such as had never before ap- 
peared in the history of the world, at least on a 
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large scale. A vast region was settled by hardy 
and restless pioneers who crossed the mountains, 
cut down the forests, built houses, and founded 
homes. In the possession of this world’s goods 
they were, for the most part, substantially equal; 
it was easy to acquire land; any thrifty and indus- 
trious farmer with his family could readily secure 
the comforts of a rude but healthful and indepen- 
dent life. Practically every white man could vote. 
In the log cabins were developed political ideas 
fundamentally different from those entertained by 
the rich merchants of the East or the aristocratic 
land-holders in the manors along the Hudson. 

In the West, the leveling theories of Jefferson 
were fairly realized. Owing to the simple life 
which farmers lived, government was to them a 
simple thing; anyone could hold the office of 
sheriff, county clerk, road supervisor, state auditor, 
or governor. Since the duties of the offices were 
easily understood and the emoluments connected 
with them attractive, especially to men who earned 
their bread with the ax and the plow, the Western 
settlers seized with eagerness upon the doctrine 
of short terms and rotation in office. 

Needing capital to develop their resources and 
provide means of transportation, these Western 
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people were always borrowers in the money mar- 
ket. Of necessity, they had to depend largely upon 
Eastern financiers for credits and, being far from 
the center of business, they had to pay high rates 
of interest on their loans. In the best of times 
they were hard driven and during depressions 
they were plunged into distress. Naturally they 
sought a remedy for their difficulties and came to 
the conclusion that it consisted in currency infla- 
tion—perhaps through the agency of state banks 
empowered to issue bills of credit. By such a 
device they hoped to pay their debts more easily 
and to command a higher price for their produce 
—economic operations which threw them into op- 
position to creditors and buyers. 

No less significant for politics than the develop- 
ment of the West was an economic revolution in 
the agricultural system of the South created by in- 
vention of textile machinery and the cotton gin. 
With the extraordinary demand for cotton came a 
demand for more land to cultivate and more slaves 
for labor. The slave population now rapidly in- 
creased and the lust for money seized the dominant 
planting class as it had seized the mill owners of 
New England. Under the old plantation system, 
masters and slaves dwelt side by side from genera- 
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tion to generation, mitigating the bondage of slav- 
ery by a somewhat patriarchal relation, but under 
the new system slaves were worked in gangs with 
less regard for humane considerations, and the 
profit-making motive swept everything before it. 
Once condemned or merely condoned, slavery was 
now defended as “a positive good,” and inevitably 
drew to its support the best intellectual strength 
of the South. 

During these crowded years, the East as well as 
the West and South was being transformed. The 
industries of New England and the Middle States, 
founded in colonial times and fostered by a pro- 
tective tariff especially after the war of 1812, be- 
gan their spectacular career. Mechanics from 
England came to America in large numbers, 
bringing with them the designs of machines which 
had recently wrought a revolution in English 
industry. In 1807, Fulton inaugurated steam 
navigation on the Hudson; and far and wide ham- 
lets were expanded into manufacturing centers 
through the magic of steam. The tide of immigra- 
tion from Europe steadily increased, and most im- 
migrants found their homes in the growing Cities 
of the East. In the twenty years from 1800 to 
1820, the population of Boston almost doubled, 
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while that of New York rose from 60,000 to 
123,700. Owing to the property qualifications 
placed on the suffrage by the constitutions of the 
Eastern states, most of the immigrants and native 
workers in the factories were excluded in the be- 
ginning from the right to vote; but before the first 
quarter of the nineteenth century had elapsed, the 
restrictions on the suffrage had been broken down 
by popular agitation. 


§ Jackson’s Left-wing Movement 


Here were the changed social conditions which 
made the United States of 1825 as different from 
the United States of Washington’s day as the Eng- 
land of Cobden and Bright was different from the 
England of Bolingbroke and Walpole. The finan- 
cial and industrial interests of New England and 
the Middle States had now aligned against them 
the laboring classes, the farmers of the West, and 
the slave owners who raised cotton principally for 
the British market. 

In 1828, there was found a standard-bearer who, 
curiously enough, seemed to represent these three 
diverse elements. That was Andrew Jackson, a 
resident of Tennessee, a bold frontiersman, im- 
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mensely popular on account of his victory over 
the English at New Orleans and his unqualified 
championship of what he called “the rights of the 
people.” Triumphantly elected, and feeling be- 
hind him the irresistible pressure of popular sup- 
port, he began an executive policy which seemed 
for a time to transfer the seat of government from 
the capitol to the White House. He adopted the 
most novel notions about the rights of the Presi- 
dent under the Constitution; he ousted old office- 
holding “aristocrats” without regard to appear- 
ances and circumstances, and gave their places to 
his friends and supporters; he destroyed the 
United States Bank, the stronghold of powerful 
financial interests, in spite of the opposition raised 
up against him in Congress; and when nullifica- 
tion appeared in South Carolina, he issued a ring- 
ing proclamation which showed that he was a 
stanch defender of nationalism as against state’s 
tights. During his two administrations, the Re- 
publicans gradually dropped their old name and 
proudly assumed the title of Democrats—a word 
that savored of anarchy a generation before and 
was then abhorred by most respectable people. 

In short, Jackson, a representative of the agra- 
rian South and West, ardently supported by the 
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working classes in the East, took his place firmly 
in the left wing of the party started by Jefferson. 
His position with respect to the main Federalist 
institutions and articles of political faith makes 
this evident beyond argument. 

The Federalists, besides funding the national 
debt, looked upon it as an excellent permanent 
device for drawing moneyed men to the support 
of the government. Jeffersonian Republicans, on 
the other hand, had done their best to get rid 
of the debt by paying it off, but the necessities of 
the War of 1812 had piled it up again. In his 
first annual message, Jackson favored the extinc- 
tion of the entire debt by payment, rejoiced that 
the moment for extinction was at hand, and 
reached this goal before he went out of office. 

Second on the Federalist list was the United 
States Bank. On the expiration of its charter in 
1811, the Republicans destroyed it, but during the 
financial distress created by the War of 1812 they 
had been forced to re-establish it. For that re- 
versal their radical followers never forgave them, 
and early in his administration Jackson opened a 
battle on this engine of ‘‘the money power.” He 
practically demolished it by a drastic use of execu- 
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tive authority and finished the work by preventing 
a renewal of its charter in Congress. 

From the beginning, Federalist businessmen 
and statesmen had insisted on a sound national cur- 
rency, including notes of the Bank circulating on 
a parity with gold and silver. Republican philos- 
ophers on the right opposed the issue of paper 
money on the ground that it added nothing to the 
wealth of the country. As they thought, the bank- 
ers, with government sanction, merely used the 
printing press liberally to manufacture notes 
which were lent to the public at six per cent inter- 
est Or more—a very profitable transaction for the 
bankers. But Republican philosophers on the left, 
while bitterly opposing the United States Bank 
currency, favored a more generous issue of notes 
by state banks, on the theory that they could pay 
their debts easier and sell their produce at higher 
prices if a great deal of money was afloat. Jack- 
son likewise favored banks under state supervision. 
Judges appointed by him interpreted the Consti- 
tution in such a fashion as to permit states to char- 
ter banks, hold the stock, and issue money—a very 
ingenious way of avoiding the constitutional pro- 
vision to the effect that states could not make any- 
thing but gold and silver legal tender in the pay- 
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ment of debts. In their paper money practices, 
the Jacksonian Democrats went beyond the Con- 
stitution back to the time of Daniel Shays. 

With respect to the protective tariff, Jackson 
was true to Republican theory when he said that 
“it is principally as manufactures and commerce 
tend to increase the value of agricultural produc- 
tions . . . that they deserve the fostering care of 
government.” But he vaguely added that they de- 
served such fostering care because they catered 
to the “wants and comforts of society.” This un- 
certainty the Democrats later cured by reducing 
the tariff drastically in the direction of a revenue 
basis. None of them wanted to abolish the tariff 
entirely for that would have brought about direct 
taxation on land, an alternative not pleasant to 
farmers and planters. 

Federalists boasted of having “the rich and well- 
born” in their ranks. Jackson, in waging war on 
the Bank, made himself the open champion of 
“the humbler members of society—the farmers, 
mechanics, and laborers” against “the rich and 
powerful.” 

Faithful to the Jeffersonian tradition, Jackson 
looked upon the federal judiciary with a critical 
eye. He refused to accept as binding upon him- 
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self the decision of the Supreme Court upholding 
the constitutionality of the United States Bank. 
‘“‘Mere precedent,” he said, “is a dangerous source 
of authority, and should not be regarded as decid- 
ing questions of constitutional power, except where 
the acquiescence of the people and the states can be 
considered well settled.” 

More than once he defied the Court by refusing 
to execute its mandates and in one case he is re- 
ported to have said: “John Marshall has made 
his decision :—now let him enforce it.” 


§ National Republican-Whig Combination 


Holding strongly to such opinions and com- 
manding wide popular support among farmers and 
mechanics, Jackson seemed to be sovereign in 
Washington; but nevertheless the factions opposed 
to his policies steadily gained in unity and power. 
The banking and financial interests of the East had 
every reason to fear that a calamity would follow 
the destruction of the United States Bank and the 
flooding of the country with paper money through 
the state banks; many members of his party in 
the South, who sympathized with the nullification 
policy of South Carolina, violently attacked Jack- 
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son for his determined stand against the action 
of that state. Furthermore, there was a well-or- 
ganized group of Eastern manufacturers who 
wanted to extend the system of protective tariffs 
beyond the point to which Jackson was willing to 
go. In addition to this host of enemies, Jackson 
raised up against himself many disappointed office- 
seekers, as well as the old office-holders whom he 
had turned out. There was also in the West a 
growing number of persons who wanted to secure 
larger federal grants for internal improvements— 
roads, harbors, canals, and river facilities—than he 
was willing to concede. 

These elements of opposition to Jackson were 
finally brought together in a new organization. 
Making use of a clever vote-catching device, they 
called themselves National Republicans, and nom- 
inated for the presidency in 1831 Jackson’s power- 
ful foe, Henry Clay, of Kentucky. In its platform 
of that year, the party declared in favor of ‘an 
adequate protection to American industry,” “a uni- 
form system of internal improvements sustained 
and supported by the general government,” “the 
preservation of the authority and jurisdiction” of 
the Supreme Court, and the maintenance of the 
Senate as “preéminently a conservative branch of 
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the federal government.” Defeated on this 
straightforward Federalist program, the National 
Republicans widened their base and about 1834 
merged into a more miscellaneous collection call-’ 
ing themselves ‘“Whigs’—a title taken from Eng- 
lish politics, signifying antagonism to high execu- « 
tive prerogative. Marshalled under this banner, 
they appealed to everybody who was discontented 
with Jackson. | 

Nominally the Whig party lasted until the close 
of the presidential campaign of 1856. It enjoyed 
two brief periods of triumph. In 1840, without 
having made any declaration of principles at all, 
it elected William Henry Harrison, a military 
hero. After a second defeat four years later, with 
Clay as the candidate, the party once more resorted 
to the old device and in 1848 carried the day with 
another popular hero, General Taylor. Even this 
design failed the Whigs the next time, for their 
third military hero, General Scott, was utterly 
routed. 

Operating in a country predominantly agricul- 
tural, the Whigs had to be circumspect in their 
conduct. Their choice of military heroes as candi- 
dates lent confusion to the period, but there was 
no doubt about the measures which the Whig 
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leaders cherished in their hearts. In their pro- 
gram, the Federalist creed was repeated in full 
or rather, it would be more correct to say, con- 
tinued unbroken. Indeed, many a Federalist of 
the old school who had held his nose during the 
years of Republican supremacy under the Jeffer- 
sonians and during Democratic uproar under 
Jackson lived to rejoice in the election of Harrison 
in 1840. Nor should it be forgotten that Daniel 
Webster, the hope and pride of the Whigs, “‘the 
merchants’ pet,” as he was dubbed by Democrats, 
began his career as a Federalist. His father was 
a Federalist and “it is said, being taken sick in 
a Democratic town had himself removed lest he 
should die in such pollution.” The great Daniel 
himself, loyal to his early discipline, fired his first 
political gun in 1804 by writing a pamphlet show- 
ing the virtues of Federalism and the vices of 
Democracy. 

Upholding the Hamilton tradition, the Whigs 
placed the protection of American industry high 
among the objects to be attained by political 
action. Words they followed by deeds. Although 
the tariff compromise of 1833, which temporarily 
“‘scotched”’ secession in South Carolina, was a sort 
of gentlemen’s agreement to regulate rates down- 
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ward according to a sliding scale, the Whigs, with 
the aid of Democrats from special sections, broke 
the understanding and raised the rates in 1842. 
A cry of rage went up from the planters, but the 
Whigs were determined and in a hurry. 

In attempting to restore the second Federalist 
institution—the United States Bank—the Whigs 
were not so fortunate. But their defeat on this 
issue was due to the death of President Harrison 
a short time after his inauguration—not to any 
lack of will on their part. They were prepared 
to re-establish the Bank and were simply outwitted 
by Harrison’s successor, John Tyler, a Virginia 
politician nominated for the vice-presidency to 
catch Democratic votes in the South. With their 
defeat on this issue, their designs for a sound cur- 
rency system also fell to the ground. 

Displaying a zeal that delighted the Chief Jus- 
tice, John Marshall, the Whig forerunners, the 
National Republicans, as we have seen, came to 
the moral support of the federal judiciary, so 
vigorously attacked by Jefferson and Jackson. As 
a matter of fact, Marshall hoped that Clay would 
be elected in 1832 so that he could resign with the 
assurance that a “proper” successor would take his 
place. It was the second triumph of Jackson that 
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kept him on the bench until that still more invin- 
cible leveller, Death, finally removed him from 
the scene. But for nearly two decades, Webster 
lived to defend “the good old doctrines” handed 
down by the Fathers against sappers and miners on 
the left. 

That other interest dear to the Federalists— 
commerce—was also steadily supported in every 
direction by the Whigs. It was under Whig aus- 
pices that the movement for subsidizing mail 
steamers on the high seas was inaugurated, cul- 
minating in the subsidy act of March 3, 1845. It 
was mainly with Whig support that this act was 
maintained and extended. It was under a Demo- 
cratic President, James Buchanan, that notice of 
“complete abrogation of contracts” for such sub- 
sidies was served on American shipping interests 
in 1859. 

Less hampered by Democratic opposition in the 
field of executive action, the Whigs, whenever in 
possession of the presidency, used the Navy and 
the State Department to advance the sale of manu- 
factured goods in the Far East and other places in 
the Pacific where agencies of power could be plied 
with effect. It was under Whig direction that 
formal relations were established with China in 
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1844, that Japan was broken open by Commodore 
Perry ten years later, and that the governments of 
the Old World were warned against trespassing 
on American preserves in Hawaii—all fore- 
shadowing the days of William McKinley. In 
other words, the Whigs believed that the flag went 
before and after trade and understood the nature 
of commercial empires. 


§ The Fruits of Democratic Triumph 


Between 1828 and 1860 the Democrats won 
every presidential election except two, and during 
most of that period they controlled Congress. Not 
long after the death of Marshall, they got com- 
plete possession of the Supreme Court. The nu- 
merical supremacy of farmers and planters seemed 
to promise an indefinite lease of power. If con- 
servative planters had little liking for the leveling 
doctrines of Jacksonian Democracy, they were 
practical men and finally became convinced that 
they could only hope to hold their own in politics 
against advancing industrialism by an alliance 
with farmers. 

On fundamentals of economic action the two 
wings of agriculture were long able to agree.’ In 
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fact, while the Whigs were trying to get posses- 
sion of the government by nominating military 
heroes and avoiding a clear statement of prin- 
ciples, the Democrats were making their doc- 
trines more and more precise. 

In their platform of 1840, they wrote their 
agrarian creed in language so plain that any farm- 
er or mechanic could understand it. They opposed 
protective tariffs, the establishment of another 
United States Bank, internal improvements, the 
creation of public debts, and all interference with 
slavery—the labor supply of the planters. At 
every presidential election until 1860, the Demo- 
crats repeated this profession of economic faith, 
and in every presidential campaign their orators 
refined it. 

In practice, the Democrats carried out most of 
their promises. They defeated every attempt to 
restore the Bank which Jackson had destroyed. 
They struck a smashing blow at the protective 
tariff in their revenue law of 1846 and again in 
1857, indicating their determination to destroy the 
Hamiltonian system root and branch. In 1859, the 
last of the subsidies for transatlantic steamships 
was ordered discontinued by Congress, and shippers 
were given to understand that they were to receive 
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no such favors from the federal government. In 
the meantime, as the Federalist members of the 
Supreme Court, with Justice Marshall at their 
head, passed away, Democrats were appointed to 
take their places; and Hamilton’s theories about 
the Constitution were generally abandoned in 
favor of the rights of states. In particular, the 
clause of the Constitution forbidding states to issue 
paper money—bills of credit—was reinterpreted in 
such a way as to permit states to set up banks which 
flooded the country with paper currency; and the 
clause respecting the obligation of contracts was 
practically destroyed by new judicial reasoning. 
Loyal to the anti-commercial sentiments of Jef- 
ferson, the Democrats were indifferent to various 
proposals made in the middle period for using 
the Navy to occupy strategic trading posts in the 
Pacific and the Far East; but they were not parti- 
sans of a “little America.” On the contrary, as 
the party of planters and farmers, they were advo- 
cates of that kind of expansion which yielded 
more land for slave owners and freeholders. They 
brought Texas into the Union in 1845, and waged 
a war on Mexico which ended in magnificent 
additions of land in 1848, in spite of opposition 
from the Whig side. If it had not been for resist- 
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ance in that quarter, the Democrats would have 
probably annexed Cuba and huge slices of Latin- 
America on the mainland and in the Caribbean, 
thus strengthening the landed interest founded on 
slave labor. To the influence of Whig opposition 
must be added that of many free farmers enrolled 
under the Democratic banner, who feared and 
sometimes disliked the dominance of the slave- 
holding planters in their partnership. 
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HILE the Democrats were refusing to 
V \ support industrial enterprise, vital eco- 
nomic forces were preparing the way for 
an intensification of the battle between agriculture 
and capitalism. To what extent was the develop- 
ment of these forces due to political action, to 
party conflicts? No one can answer in exact terms. 
Certainly in a large measure, they expressed the 
inherent vitality of the people engaged in the pur- 
suit of economic goods. It is equally certain that 
they strengthened the Hamilton-Webster, the 
Federalist-Whig, side of the political line-up. 


§ Shifts in the Economic Setting 


In the Northeast, manufacturing and railways 
were rapidly expanding, employing more labor 
and increasing the number and wealth of business- 
men. By 1850, the value of the property employed 
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in mills, mines, railways, and urban undertakings 
generally exceeded the value of all the farms and 
plantations between the Atlantic and the Pacific. 
A fact immense and ominous, as Carlyle would 
say. 

In the South, cotton planting, stimulated by the 
development of the cotton gin and textile machin- 
ery, became the dominant interest, as against to- 
bacco, rice, and sugar; by 1860 nearly two-thirds 
of the slaves were engaged in cultivating that crop. 
Cotton raising rapidly exhausted the soil and led 
the planters to push steadily westward, occupying 
new land. 

In the Northwest, farmers were pressing across 
the Mississippi, demanding the opening of more 
territories to the plow and the granting of free 
homesteads to all who cared to ask for them. There 
was also a rapid growth in industrial cities like 
Cincinnati and Chicago and in the construction 
of railways uniting the Mississippi Valley with 
the Atlantic ports of Philadelphia, New York, and 
Boston. Once the stronghold of Jacksonian Democ- 
racy, the Northwest was now being assimilated 
to the economic system of the Northeast—severed 
from its affiliation with the Southern planters. 
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§ The Slavery Issue 


Into the issues inherited from Hamilton’s day— 
the tariff, bank, internal improvements, sound cur- 
rency, and subsidies for business enterprise—was 
now injected a new issue, slavery. In 1831, Wil- 
liam Lloyd Garrison launched his campaign 
against slavery, denouncing it as sinful and im- 
moral. Twelve years later, a Free Soil party was 
organized to oppose the extension of bondage into 
the territories and three times it presented candi- 
dates for the presidency. 


‘But neither the abolitionists nor the Free Soil- 
ers made much headway against the popular cur- 
rent. The former never started a political party 
and in the election of 1852 the latter polled only 
156,000 votes out of more than four million votes 
cast. Had the abolition question stood alone and 
had the slave owners been content with maintain- 
ing slavery in the states where it was lawful, the 
controversy over the subject might never have 
taken a serious turn. 


It so happened, however, that slavery could not 
be isolated. It was a labor system, the basis of 
planting, the foundation of the Southern aristoc- 
racy. And that aristocracy, being agricultural in 
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interest, generally opposed high protective tariffs, 
ship subsidies, internal improvements, and other 
measures deemed advantageous to business enter- 
prise. 

Moreover, that aristocracy, eager to protect 
itself against adverse legislation at Washington, 
was constantly afraid of being out-voted in Con- 
gress. Especially did it object to the exclusion of 
slavery from the territories because that policy 
meant the erection of new free states to “‘overbal- 
ance” the Southern states. 

Declaring that the Western territories had all 
been won by common sacrifices, Southern planters 
never ceased to regard it an act of justice to open 
the West to slavery. Although they accepted the 
Missouri Compromise of 1820 excluding slavery 
from the northern portion of the Louisiana terri- 
tory and the compromise of 1850, their most ar- 
dent leaders refused to abide by the settlement as 
final. 

At last, in 1854, they came out boldly with their 
demand. Under the leadership of Stephen A. 
Douglas, supported by an almost solid delegation 
from the South, Congress, in that year, passed the 
Kansas-Nebraska Act which expressly repealed 
the Missouri Compromise and provided that two 
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western territories then erected, Kansas and 
Nebraska, could come into the Union as states with 
or without slavery, as their constitutions might 
stipulate. 


§ Rise of the Third Republican Party 


On the very morning after the House of Repre- 
sentatives took up the Kansas-Nebraska bill, 
several members of that body held a conference 
and agreed that the “slave power’ could only be 
checked by the formation of a party directly op- 
posed to its plans for expansion. About the same 
time a mass meeting was held at Ripon, Wisconsin, 
and a resolution adopted to the effect that a new 
organization, to be called Republican, should be 
formed on the question of slavery extension, if the 
bill passed. 

Indeed, all through the North and East, there 
were signs of dissolution among the Democrats 
and Whigs, and a general re-alignment; in the 
spring and summer of 1854, meetings were held 
in Illinois, Maine, Vermont, Michigan, Iowa, 
Indiana, Massachusetts, and New York, at which 
the Kansas-Nebraska bill was roundly denounced. 
On July 6, 1854, a state convention was held at 
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Jackson, Michigan, at which a full state ticket of 
Republican candidates was nominated. 

Thus launched, a third Republican party—bear- 
ing the vote-getting title which Jefferson had given 
to his hosts in 1800 and Clay’s party had taken in 
1831—held its first national convention at Phila- 
delphia in June, 1856, on a call issued by a pre- 
liminary meeting assembled at Pittsburg, in the 
preceding February. At this convention, John 
Charles Frémont was nominated as the candidate 
on a platform which declared that it was the 
right and duty of Congress to prohibit slavery in 
the territories. In the campaign which ensued. 
Frémont won 1,341,264 votes against 2,712,703 
votes cast in favor of the Democratic and the 
Whig candidates. 

During the four years which followed, the 
Republican party gained in strength. It gathered 
recruits among Northern farmers and mechanics, 
who believed that the federal lands should be 
given away in homesteads to poor men. It added 
to its farmer and mechanic regiments, manufac- 
turers of the East who objected strenuously to the 
reduction of the protective tariff by the Demo- 
crats in 1857, and demanded an increase in the 
rates. 
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Responding to the requirements of these power- 
ful groups, the Republicans, at their convention 
in Chicago in 1860, favored a homestead law 
and a protective tariff, as well as the exclusion of 
slavery from the territories. Thus they appealed 
to many farmers and mechanics who had formerly 
voted the Democratic ticket and at the same time 
made a bid for support among the Whig manu- 
facturers who clung to the doctrines of Alexander 
Hamilton. By selecting as their candidate, Abra- 
ham Lincoln, of Illinois, they made a shrewd and 
fateful stroke. 

Fortunately for the Republicans, the Democrats 
now split into two factions, one headed by Stephen 
A. Douglas, who hoped to solve the slavery ques- 
tion by allowing the people of each territory, on 
admission to the Union as a state, to decide it for 
themselves; the other by John C. Breckinridge, 
who held to the extreme Southern view that Con- 
gress had no power to prevent slavery in the ter- 
ritories. By another faction composed of con- 
servative Whigs and Democrats, known as Consti- 
tutional Unionists, John Bell was nominated on a 
platform that begged the slavery issue. Owing 
to the division among their opponents, the Re- 
publicans were able to win the presidency, al- 
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though their popular vote was only 1,866,452 as 
against 2,815,617 cast for their opponents. 


§ A Federalist Program under Republican 
Auspices 


During the Civil War and Reconstruction, the 
Republicans repudiated the policies which the 
Democrats had laboriously supported between 
1830 and 1860, and substituted other policies more 
in accord with the historic principles of the Fed- 
eralists and the Whigs, thus illustrating again the 
essential continuity of the American political 
battle. At the close of the civil conflict, the Re- 
publicans were in a position similar to that of the 
Federalists in Hamilton’s day, with respect to 
nearly all fundamental issues. 

1. National debt. The Federalists had funded 
and defended a great national debt, drawing the 
creditors to the support of the federal government. 
In 186s, the Republicans had a war debt more 
than twenty times the size of Hamilton’s accumu- 
lation, and all holders of federal bonds looked to 
the Republican party for the strict payment of 
interest and principal. The old Jefferson-Jackson 
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idea of a debtless government seemed far removed 
again. 

2. Protective tariff. After many years of de- 
bate and agitation, the Democrats, by 1857, had 
pushed the tariff far down the scale in the direc- 
tion of free trade. During their tenure of power 
from 1861 to 1865, the Republicans more than 
realized the Hamiltonian ideal by raising the 
duties again and again, to the highest peak of 
protection yet reached in the history of the 
country. 

3. Banking system. With respect to no issue 
had the Democrats been more consistent than in 
dealing with the United States Bank. Jefferson- 
ian Republicans had been against it and had only 
yielded to a demand for its restoration in 1816 
under the necessities of war finance. In Jackson’s 
administration, the Bank was completely demol- 
ished and the most heroic efforts of the Whigs 
could not revive it. But in 1863—once more in 
time of war distress—the third Republican party 
managed to create another national banking sys- 
tem, drawing to the support of the government a 
powerful economic interest. 

4. Currency. When the Civil War broke out, 
the country was flooded with paper money issued 
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by local banks chartered by the states. There were 
hundreds of varieties of all denominations, some 
sound, but much of it depreciated and fluctuating. 

This was a condition of affairs akin to that 
which the Fathers encountered when they set up 
the Constitution and inaugurated the federal 
government. It was disturbing to business and 
pleased only debtors and farmers. Returning to 
Hamiltonian principles in 1865, the Republicans 
abolished this state currency by taxing it out of 
existence. Unfortunately, however, for the cause 
of sound money, they had to issue huge quantities 
of paper themselves to finance the war; but a few 
years later they put it all on a specie basis. 

s. The commercial empire. The extension of 
trading operations, particularly in the Pacific and 
the Far East, which the Federalists had favored 
with special legislation and the Whigs had pro- 
moted by vigorous executive action through the 
Navy and State Departments, was not overlooked 
even during the dark days of the Civil War.* 

William H. Seward, whom Lincoln selected as 
head of the State Department, was the most out- 
spoken imperialist in the country. During the 
campaign of 1860 he had proclaimed the future of 





1. See above, p. 71. 
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the American empire. Canada was to be annexed, 
our southern borders were to be pushed down to 
include Latin-American republics, the Pacific was 
announced as the theatre of the coming centuries, 
and a conflict between the United States and Rus- 
sia on the plains of China was prophesied as a 
fruit of destiny. Such was the creed of the master 
in charge of foreign affairs from 1861 until 1869. 

Fantastic as most of Seward’s doctrines may 
have appeared in 1860, they were not all mere 
rhetoric. Some of them took practical form within 
a few years. When the Pacific railway was author- 
ized in the very midst of the civil conflict, its value 
to merchants engaged in Far Eastern trade, as well 
as its importance to the Union, was recognized by 
the initiated. In 1867, Seward purchased Alaska 
from Russia, carrying the frontier of the United 
States near to the Asiatic shore. About the same 
time, through the good offices of the Navy De- 
partment, Seward arranged for the acquisition of 
a naval base in Santo Domingo, for the purchase 
of the Virgin Islands, and for American control 
over the Isthmus of Panama. In these three un- 
dertakings he was defeated by opposition in Con- 
gress where such designs were not yet fully 
understood. 
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But his schemes were not forgotten. In 1869, 
President Grant arranged for the annexation of 
Santo Domingo, only to be baffled by Congress; to 
the end of his administration Grant favored the 
project on the ground, as he said himself, that “the 
soil would soon have fallen into the hands of 
United States capitalists.” In 1872, an American 
naval officer secured a coaling station from a local 
prince in Samoa far away in the South Seas. 
In 1875, a treaty with the ruler of Hawaii bound 
him not to alienate any of his territory except 
to the United States and a few years later a sup- 
plementary treaty gave the United States exclu- 
sive use of Pearl Harbor. Thus it could be said 
that the managers in the party of Hamilton, Web- 
ster, and Seward were consistent in their solicitude 
for commercial and naval empire and prepared 
the way for the administration of William Mc- 
Kinley, which finally let mankind know, what was 
already a fact, that America was a world power. 

6. Judicial supremacy. From its Jeffersonian 
forerunner, the Democratic party, with its theory 
of majority rule, had inherited a tradition of criti- 
cism with respect to the federal judiciary. In the 
middle period, however, after all the old Federal- 
ist judges had died or resigned and good Demo- 
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crats had been appointed to the bench, the tradi- 
tion faded. When the Supreme Court, in the Dred 
Scott case (1857) upheld slavery in the territories, 
Democrats demanded unqualified loyalty and obe- 
dience to the decisions of that great tribunal. It 
was the new Republican party, whose anti-slavery 
plank had been splintered by the decision, that 
now criticised the Court and talked about “recon- 
structing” it. But once more time and politics 
worked a reorganization of the Court and Repub- 
licans conveniently forgot their former resolutions 
of protest against its actions. 

They even effected a revision of the Constitu- 
tion which gave the federal judiciary a power over 
the states far greater than it had ever enjoyed. Be- 
fore they took over the government in 1861, the 
Supreme Court, in the hands of Democratic 
judges, had practically destroyed, by ingenious 
reasoning, the provisions of the original Constitu- 
tion imposing restraints on the states, and thus left 
them free to tax, issue paper money through banks, 
modify contracts, change the charters of corpora- 
tions, and otherwise interfere “unduly” with busi- 
ness enterprise. This challenge the Republicans 
met. By the Fourteenth Amendment, adopted in 
1868, after military compulsion had been applied 
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to certain Southern states, they provided that no 
state should ever deprive any person of life, lib- 
erty, or property without due process of law. 

Although the immediate occasion of this 
Amendment was the granting of civil rights to the 
newly emancipated slaves, it was the intention of 
the framers to apply it broadly to other persons 
and corporations. In due time hundreds of state 
laws interfering with capitalistic undertakings 
were declared null and void by the judiciary act- 
ing under the terms of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment. 

7. Free land for farmers and mechanics. 
While the Republicans were effecting these im- 
portant economic reforms, they fulfilled a promise 
made to farmers and mechanics in their platform 
of 1860. By the Homestead Act of 1862, they 
offered a farm of 160 acres from the national do- 
main, free of all charges except petty fees, to citi- 
zens and aliens who had declared their intention 
of becoming citizens. Applicants merely had to 
comply with certain conditions in order to secure 
full ownership. Thus to the Republican party 
hundreds of thousands of farmers in the West were 
indebted for the very soil they tilled, and nothing 
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short of a crisis could make them forget their 
obligation. 

This union of businessmen and free farmers 
could function rather smoothly now that the Dem- 
ocratic planters were ruined by the Civil War. 
Defeated on the field of battle, deprived of their 
slaves by abolition, and for a long time governed 
under military authority from Washington, the 
planters could not recover their former position of 
power in the Democratic party. Even after the 
wounds of the War were healed, this important 
agricultural group, once the bulwark of the landed 
interest, did not regain its old place of continuous 
dominance in politics. Giant industry, marching 
in seven-league boots, outstripped it in the race. 


§ Years of Republican Supremacy 


From the period of Civil War and Reconstruc- 
tion the Republicans emerged as a powerful, con- 
solidated party fortified by an intense patriotism, 
by the support of the manufacturing interests 
which had flourished under the war tariffs, by the 
patronage of capitalists eager to swing forward 
with the development of railways and new enter- 
prises, and by farmers grateful for many favors, 
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including homesteads. In possession of all the im- 
portant offices, controlling the federal legislature, 
executive, and judiciary, with the Democratic 
party prostrate and branded with treason, the Re- 
publicans had a dominion over the destinies of the 
country greater than the Democrats had ever 
wielded. 

Wherever there is such tremendous power, vigi- 
lant self-seekers of every kind are sure to congre- 
gate. During the years which followed the war, 
the ranks of the Republican party were permeated 
with mercenaries of every type—spoilsmen hunt- 
ing offices, railway promoters seeking land grants 
and financial aid from the government, manufac- 
turers demanding more discrimination in the tariff 
legislation, and the great army of hangers-on who 
attached themselves to these leaders. The integrity 
of the party was further injured by the “carpet- 
baggers” in the South, who, in the name of the 
federal government and the Republican party, 
plundered the Southern states and heaped upon 
them an enormous burden of debt. 

In these circumstances, the Democratic party 
began to revive. It had had a long and triumphant 
history previous to the Civil War; it had great 
traditions, and numbered on its roll some of the 
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most distinguished men in American histcry. The 
population of the country was still principally 
agricultural and the cotton planters were soon pro- 
ducing as many bales a year as in the “‘flush times” 
before the Civil War. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that the Demo- 
cratic party sought to close up its shattered ranks 
in opposition to Republican rule. In the South, 
the whites recovered their predominance; in the 
North and West, farmers protested against the 
high protective tariffs; here and there throughout 
the Union discontent with the railway and corpo- 
ration policy of the Republican party began to 
appear; and the spoils system which had flour- 
ished since Jackson’s day stirred to action a small 
but vigorous minority of “civil service reformers.” 

As a result, the Democratic party, in 1884, was 
able to bring together an effective opposition and 
to elect Grover Cleveland President, with the sup- 
port of the “mug-wumps” who bolted the Repub- 
licans after the nomination of James G. Blaine at 
their Chicago convention. This Democratic tri- 
umph was short-lived, however, for four years 
later, when Cleveland raised the tariff issue by his 
celebrated message of 1887, the Republicans were 
able to elect Benjamin Harrison by a slight ma- 
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jority. Taking advantage of their victory, they 
forced through the McKinley tariff bill, though 
it was regarded by many members of the party as 
entirely too drastic. In the succeeding election of 
1892, Cleveland was again able to lead his party 
to success, but it could scarcely be said that any 
vital issues now divided the two contending parties. 
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ECONOMIC CHANGES AND GROWTH OF DISSENT 


A LTHOUGH the two historic parties com- 


manded the allegiance of the mass of the 

people during the period just reviewed, 
there was always a dissenting element in each of 
them. In fact, every party is a more or less mis- 
cellaneous aggregation with a conservative right 
and a radical left, shading off into each other by 
imperceptible degrees. If a citizen does not ap- 
prove the policies adopted by the party with which 
he is associated by birth or temper, he has three 
choices before him. He can stay within the party 
and work to secure the nomination of other men 
and the declaration of other principles. He can go 
over to another party which more nearly repre- 
sents his idea about politics. Or he may leave his 
party and join others who are of a like mind in 
forming a new organization. Since the candidates 
and platforms of the major parties usually repre- 
sent the middle average, the person of extreme 
views is likely to be disgruntled with them, especi- 
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ally in times when changing circumstances call 
for sweeping political adjustments. 

And in the closing decades of the nineteenth 
century an economic advance produced a social 
transformation more revolutionary in character 
that that which formed the basis of the Jack- 
sonian upheaval. Small business concerns grew 
into gigantic corporations capitalized at untold 
millions and controlling nation-wide industries. In 
this process were built up colossal fortunes from 
which the total national debt of Washington’s day 
could have been paid many times over. By 1890, 
the western lands, once a refuge for the wage 
laborer of the East, were practically all taken up; 
and the vast timber and mineral resources of the 
nation had passed largely into private hands. Cities 
grew by leaps and bounds, and millions of poor 
were crowded in congested quarters. The village 
workshop, the old-fashioned woolen mill by the 
brookside, the hand-loom, the short railway line, 
and the small individualistic factory were con- 
quered by mighty captains of industry, whose bold 
enterprises and remarkable genius for world-wide 
organization are the wonders of our age. 

With this second economic revolution came an 
immense increase in the number of industrial 
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workers. It may be demonstrated, of course, that 
there are many gradations of fortune in modern 
life and that wage earners are constantly passing 
to other ranks, but the fact remains that a perma- 
nent and growing working-class, dependent for a 
livelihood almost entirely upon the sale of labor 
power, is the inevitable concomitant of industrial 
advance. 

In connection with commercial enterprises, in- 
sular dependencies were acquired and the national 
government was drawn more closely into the mesh 
of world politics. 

Naturally, the new conditions of American life 
forced to the front appropriate doctrines. As far 
as they involved radical changes, these doctrines 
usually found their first exponents in minor par- 
ties; and as the respective issues came within the 
range of practical politics, they were presented to 
the country in national campaigns by one or both 
of the two great parties. Accordingly, it is neces- 
sary to review briefly the minor parties since the 
Civil War, for, in spite of their apparent insig- 
nificance, they have been important factors in the 
American governing process. These parties fall 


readily into three groups: temperance, labor and 
agrarian. 
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§ The Prohibitionists 


About the middle of the nineteenth century 
there arose a temperance movement which carried 
several states for absolute prohibition. A reaction, 
however, speedily set in, and the temperance ques- 
tion was overshadowed by the great slavery issue. 
After the Civil War, prohibitionists appeared 
once more upon the political scene. At a conven- 
tion held in Columbus, Ohio, in 1872, they nomi- 
nated a presidential candidate and launched a 
national party. From year to year they kept up 
what seemed to be a forlorn and hopeless battle. 

At no time did they muster three hundred thou- 
sand votes; at no time were they regarded as more 
than harmless “cranks.” But their influence ex- 
ceeded their numerical strength. Moreover, the 
idea of prohibition was taken up by leaders in the 
old parties, who utterly repudiated the harsh and 
uncompromising tactics of the prohibitionists; 
and new methods were introduced when the Anti- 
Saloon League was formed to wage war on the 
saloon especially by appeals to employers. 

In the course of time, hundreds of localities and 
two-thirds of the states were made “dry” by refer- 
endum after referendum; finally the prohibition 
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of intoxicating liquor as a beverage throughout 
the United States was incorporated in the Eight- 
eenth Amendment to the Constitution, put into 
effect in January, 1920. Still the question of en- 
forcing the Amendment kept the liquor question 
“in politics’ even more prominently than before 
the establishment of legal prohibition. The for- 
tunes of many candidates now depended upon the 
degree of their “dryness” or “dampness”, but it 
could hardly be said that prohibition was a major 
issue on which the parties clearly divided. 


§ Labor and Socialism 


Almost immediately after the Civil War, labor 
entered American politics as a separate and inde- 
pendent element. In 1872, a party known as the 
Labor Reformers held a national convention in 
‘Columbus, Ohio, which was attended by represen- 
tatives from seventeen different states. At that con- 
vention, the party declared in favor of Chinese ex- 
clusion, an eight-hour day in government employ- 
ments, civil service reform, one term for the Presi- 
dent, restricting the sale of public lands to bona 
fide homeseekers, the regulation of railway and 
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telegraph rates, and the subjection of the military 
to civil authority. 

For a time, the labor element seems to have 
been absorbed into the agrarian groups described 
below; but in 1888 a Union Labor party met in a 
national convention at Cincinnati, and drafted a 
platform embodying the principal doctrines of the 
Labor Reformers, demanding, in addition, popu- 
lar election of United States Senators. 

Although the American Federation of Labor was 
organized under its present name about this time, 
namely in 1886, it lent no countenance to the idea 
of a separate labor party. Experiments of that 
kind had been made without marked effect in the 
days of Jacksonian Democracy, and Samuel Gom- 
pers, the president of the Federation, denounced, 
in season and out, independent political action on 
the part of trade unions. It is true that the Feder- 
ation from time to time advocated many specific 
measures of law, state and national, and gave its 
support to candidates of the two major parties who 
declared themselves favorable to its policies. It is 
true also that the Federation officials endorsed the 
candidacy of Robert M. La Follette for the presi- 
dency in 1924 on an independent progressive ticket, 
but the small number of votes polled in the elec- 
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tion convinced the higher labor officials that the 
old policy of playing one major party off against 
the other was a better way of securing influence in 
politics. 

An avowed socialist organization appeared on 
the national stage in the campaign of 1892, when 
the Socialist Labor party held its first national 
convention in New York. This party made its ap- 
peal almost exclusively to the working class. It 
declared that “man cannot exercise his right of 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness without 
the ownership of the land and the tools with which 
to work. Deprived of these, his life, liberty, and 
fate fall into the hands of the class that owns these 
essentials for work and production.” The appeal 
of the Socialist Laborites to the working class to 
unite against the property-owning class met, how- 
ever, with no considerable response; their candi- 
date in 1896 polled only 36,373 votes; in 1920 the 
number was about 21,000; in 1924, it was 36,428. 

Internal dissensions and the extreme views of 
the Socialist Labor leaders led to the organization 
of another radical group, known as the Socialist 
party, which held its first convention in 1900. At 
the presidential election of 1908 it polled 448,453 
votes—more than the combined vote of the other 
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minor parties. Four years later its vote rose almost 
to a million, and exerted a decided influence on the 
two major parties. 
This party also made its appeal especially to 
the working class, but it did not demand the com- 
_ plete abolition of all private property in the means 
| of production. From time to time it declared 
in favor of graduated inheritance and income 
taxes; universal suffrage; the initiative and refer- 
endum; proportional representation and the right 
of recall; popular election of judges; employment 
of idle working men on large government under- 
takings; collective ownership of all industries in 
which competition has ceased to exist; extension of 
the public domain to include mineral resources, 
forests, and water power; and compulsory gov- 
ernment insurance for the working class. 
Though fairly united on domestic policy, the 
Socialist party split on foreign issues. On the 
one hand, the official opposition of the party to 
the war against Germany led to the withdrawal of 
many prominent leaders. On the other hand, the 
world-wide reverberation of the Russian Revolu- 
tion forced the remaining directors of the party 
into a relatively moderate position, producing a 
conservatism on various matters which brought 
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about a secession of communists in 1919. In the 
election of the following year, the Socialists polled 
about 900,000 votes—a figure not equal to that 
of 1912 if the increase in population and the new 
votes of women are taken into account. Discour- 
aged by such meager returns and torn by dissen- 
sions over Russian principles, the Socialists did 
not put forward a candidate in 1924 but contented 
themelves with supporting La Follette, the inde- 
pendent progressive. Extremists on the left wing, 
the Workers’ party, declared in favor of com- 
munism, nominated a candidate, and polled about 
36,000 votes in that year. 

The slight results attained by radicals in their 
efforts to found a revolutionary party in America 
by appeals to industrial workers have always been 
a mystery to European observers. There are trade 
unions in the United States as in the Old World 
and there have been many long and bloody strug- 
gles between capital and labor on this terrain. 
And yet revolutionary socialism and communism 
have made no great headway. 

Many reasons may be advanced to explain this. 
American working people, on the whole, in spite 
of great areas of poverty, enjoy a standard of life 
higher than that in Europe. If proof were needed, 
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immigration statistics could supply it. American 
workingmen have also enjoyed the right to vote 
for nearly a hundred years, and they got this right 
without a savage struggle with the bourgeoisie. 
Finding capitalists and agrarians engaged in a 
lively battle when they appeared on the political 
scene and no barriers separating them from the 
other classes, the majority of workingmen natu- 
rally dropped into the party organizations at hand. 

All experiments in independent action, such 
as those made in Jackson's day, ended in failure 
and convinced even the dissenters that they had 
more to gain by staying in established channels 
than by setting up a separate party. Welcomed 
by the major parties, especially the Democrats, 
workingmen entered politics freely, obtained elec- 
tive offices, and climbed to high appointive posi- 
tions in the government. And this opportunity to 
obtain power, coupled with the responsibility that 
went with it, made them cautious about undertak- 
ing large reconstructions of society by their own 
efforts. Nevertheless, the Socialists, who returned 
to independence in 1928 and nominated as their 
candidates, Norman Thomas and James Maurer, 
kept up the fight to develop an indevendent labor 
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Not long after the Civil War, a distinctly agra- 
rian party, professing the principles of left-wing 
Democracy, challenged the right of the major par- 
ties to rule. With the rapid decline in the prices 
of agricultural produce, which accompanied the 
general collapse of the inflated war prices, the 
farmers began to grow bitter over their lot and to 
organize societies, known as Granges. At length 
they came to believe that the railways, the corpo- 
rations, and the financial policy of the federal gov- 
ernment were principally responsible for the evils 
under which they labored. Working through the 
legislatures, especially in Illinois, Iowa, Wiscon- 
sin, and other Western states, they attempted to 
secure relief by means of laws regulating railway 
rates and warehousing. 

In 1876, the discontented farmers entered poli- 
tics as the Independent National, or “Greenback,” 
party, and waged warfare especially on the Re- 
publicans, whom they charged with having 
brought about the decline in prices by placing the 
monetary system on a specie basis and contracting 
the currency. Notwithstanding the small vote 
polled by their candidate, Peter Cooper, of New 
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York, the Greenbackers put forward a candidate 
in the next campaign, and even made a third at- 
tempt in 1884. In view of later developments, their 
platform of 1880 is interesting, for it included, 
among other things, free coinage of silver, ad- 
vanced labor legislation, the establishment of a 
national bureau of labor, Chinese exclusion, a 
graduated income tax, and the regulation of inter- 
state transportation. 

Although it gained in votes at first, the Green- 
back party went to pieces completely after the 
campaign of 1884. Within a short time, however, 
restless agrarians formed a new association, known 
as the Farmers’ Alliance, which, although it did 
not officially enter politics, was instrumental in 
creating the Populist party. This party drew to- 
gether, in 1892, both agrarian and labor elements. 
At a national convention in Omaha, it put forth a 
radical program, demanding government owner- 
ship of railway, telegraph, and telephone lines, a 
graduated income tax, postal savings banks, and 
the free coinage of silver and gold at the legal 
ratio of 16 to I. 

On this platform the Populists went into the 
campaign of 1892, and polled more than a million 
votes, principally in the Western and Southern 
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states, carrying Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Nevada, 
and securing one electorai vote in North Dakota 
and another in Oregon. This unprecedented 
achievement by a minor party was partially due 
to fusion with the Democrats in some of the states, 
but beyond question the Populists had attained a 
numerical strength which made them a force to be 
reckoned with in American politics. Indeed, in 
1896, the Populistic wing of the Democratic party 
captured the organization and tested its principles 
in the memorable campaign of that year. 

For a brief period after that exciting contest, 
the distraction of the Spanish-American War and 
the prosperity which followed it turned the atten- 
tion of the country from domestic issues; but the 
diversion was short lived. Discontent with the 
tariff of 1909 split the Republican party and 
merged into the Progressive revolt under the lead- 
ership of Roosevelt. In a short time agrarianism 
appeared again in the Northwest, especially in 
North Dakota, and though overshadowed by the 
agitations of the World War, it spread far and 
wide. 

This time the agrarians sought to avoid break- 
ing the sacred ties of party. They called them- 
selves non-partisan. One faction organized the 
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Non-Partisan League, which worked mainly 
through the formal organization of the dominant 
party in the respective states. But the principles 
of the new faction were almost identical with older 
agrarian doctrines: stricter regulation of the rail- 
ways or national ownership, “easier money” for 
the farmers through state banks and farm loan 
schemes, state warehouses for grain, agrarian con- 
trol over the national banking and currency sys- 
tem, and heavier taxes on accumulated fortunes. 
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OT UNTIL more than thirty years after 
N the triumph of the Republicans in 1860 


did the Democrats again make a frontal 
attack on “the money power” in the style of Jeffer- 
son and Jackson, using old and new issues to rally 
farmers and mechanics to their side of the align- 
ment. Yet slowly through the decades, as we have 
just seen, a left-wing agrarian movement gathered 
strength; finally, in 1896, it overwhelmed the 
Democratic party and split the Republicans, 


§ The Democratic Program of 1896 


Neither in principles nor in language did the 
Democratic platform of that year depart essen- 
tially from the traditions set by the agrarians in 
the days of Jackson although, of course, new times 
had brought new devices for conquering the party 
of “wealth and talents.” As of old, the currency 
question, with all its implications for the distribu- 
tion of wealth, was a central issue of the battle. 
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This time, however, the agrarian remedy was not 
more paper money issued by state banks, but an 
increase in the volume of the currency to be effect- 
ed by the free coinage of silver on a ratio of sixteen 
units to one of gold. The practical purpose was 
the same, namely, to make it easier for debtors to 
pay and at the same time raise the price of farm 
produce. 

In dealing with the second historic question, 
namely, the United States banking system, the 
Democratic platform of 1896 cited specifically the 
language of Andrew Jackson and denounced the 
issuance of notes by national banks as undesirable 
and unconstitutional. This was true to form. 

Equally direct was the plank on protection for 
American industries: “We hold that tariff duties 
should be levied for purposes of revenue : 
and not discriminate between class or section.” 
John C. Calhoun could not have been more ex- 
plicit. 

An income tax was endorsed “to the end that 
wealth may bear its due proportion of the ex- 
penses of the Government.” Besides levying on 
great riches, such a tax would afford revenue to 
make up for the reduction of protective duties on 
goods consumed by the masses. 
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Returning to a tradition temporarily weakened 
during their long tenure of power in the Middle 
Period, the Democrats in 1896 assailed the federal 
judiciary, this time for declaring null and void 
the income tax law of 1894. Now they spoke of a 
possible reversal “by the court as it may hereafter 
be constituted”. This was strangely like the lan- 
guage used by Lincoln many years before in criti- 
cizing the Dred Scott case. 

And what did labor—that other “humble order 
of society” dear to Andrew Jackson's heart—re- 
ceive at the hands of the Democracy rampant? A 
plank denouncing the use of injunctions in indus- 
trial disputes and approving “trials by jury in cer- 
tain cases of contempt.” 

Having made a platform in harmony with the 
traditions of the left wing, the Democrats pro- 
ceeded to nominate William Jennings Bryan, aptly 
called “the Tiberius Gracchus of the West.” 
There could be no doubt about his position with 
reference to the century-old battle. In his famous 
“Crown of Thorns Speech” he had placed himself 
on the side of the wage earner, the country lawyer, 
the cross-roads merchant, the farmer, and the 
miner. He expressly named them as his friends 
and exclaimed: “It is for these that we speak.” 
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The great question, as he saw it, was: “Upon which 
side shall the Democratic party fight? Upon the 
side of the idle holders of idle capital, or upon the 
side of the struggling masses? . . . . The sym- 
pathies of the Democratic party, as described by 
the platform, are on the side of the struggling 
masses, who have ever been the foundation of the 
Democratic party.” No line could have been more 
clearly drawn. 

On such principles, Bryan appealed to the coun- 
try in 1896 and again in 1900, only to go down to 
defeat before William McKinley, a statesman of 
the Hamilton-Webster school. Again in 1908, after 
attempting a conservative tack to the right under 
Alton B. Parker in 1904, the Democrats swung 
back to Bryan, adopted a platform even more ag- 
gressive in tone, and were vanquished once more 
at the polls. 


§ The Republican Program 


On their side of the line, the Republicans were 
loyal to the Hamilton-Webster-Seward heritage. 
In not a single relation did they depart from the 
traditions of a hundred years. 

In Hamilton’s creed, protection for American 
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industries was a leading article. On coming to 
power in 1897, the Republicans enacted the Ding- 
ley tariff bill which carried the duties, on the aver- 
age, to anew high level. There were compromises 
in it, of course, but in the main manufacturers 
were delighted with it. 

Of equal importance in the Hamilton creed 
were banking and currency. The Whigs and their 
successors in interest, the Republicans, knew this 
quite well. Having won a great victory over the 
easy money party in 1896, Republicans proceeded 
as fast as circumstances would allow to give atten- 
tion to that issue. To solidify the currency they 
enacted the gold standard law of 1900, and, under 
the leadership of Senator Aldrich of Rhode Is- 
land, were preparing to revise the whole banking 
system, when they were ousted from power once 
more, 

Especially did the Republicans attend to the . 
development of the trading empire which Feder- 
alist legislation had favored, Webster had pro- 
moted, and Seward had advanced. In McKinley’s 
first administration, they annexed the Hawaiian 
Islands, waged war on Spain, made Cuba a pro- 
tectorate, added Porto Rico, Guam, and the Phil- 
ippines to the American empire, and united with 
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foreign powers in upholding their rights in China. 
Victorious every time the Democrats assailed them 
for “imperialism,” the Republicans not unnatu- 
rally looked upon themselves as commissioned by 
the people to exploit the resources added to the 
country by arms and diplomacy. 


§ The Rise of Progressivism 


Underneath the prosperity so vaunted in the age 
of the full dinner pail, rumblings of discontent 
on the left wing could be heard as in the days of 
Daniel Shays, Andrew Jackson, and Andrew 
Johnson. At no time did the agitations of the pop- 
ulists, socialists, and other dissidents die com- 
pletely away. Although the makers of unrest, or 
the spokesmen of it, differed among themselves as 
to their remedies, they were all united in waging 
war on what they were fond of calling “govern- 
ment by a plutocracy.” With some variations, they 
demanded an inflation of the currency either by the 
free coinage of silver or some form of paper, grad- 
uated income and inheritance taxes, a reduction of 
the tariff on goods consumed by the masses, stricter 
regulation of railways and trusts to cut down their 
revenues, aid to farmers in the shape of loans at 
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low rates of interest, and laws designed to improve 
the status of industrial workers. 

When the prosperity that followed the Spanish 
War declined, the agitations of the socialists and 
the agrarians became more vigorous than ever. 
After the enactment of the tariff law of 1909, the 
discontent of Western farmers began to make 
marked inroads upon the apparent solidarity of 
the Republican party. Indeed, a rift in that party 
had been in process since the accession of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt to the presidency in 1gor, for he 
soon aroused the distrust of the capitalistic wing 
by appealing to the populistic sentiments cher- 
ished in the agrarian wing. In his messages and 
speeches, he brought railway, trust, labor, and 
other social questions prominently into politics. 
He advocated income and inheritance taxes partly 
with a view to helping equalize fortunes; he rec- 
ommended a stricter federal control of business . 
corporations; and he advocated a few measures for 
the benefit of the working classes. 

Discovering that his successor, President Taft, 
supported the conservative wing of the Republican 
party in Congress, Roosevelt, on the appeal of 
many followers, sought the Republican nom- 
ination at Chicago in 1912. Failing to secure it, 
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he and a large portion of his adherents “bolted” 
and formed a new party, taking the name of “Pro- 
gressive.” 

Encouraged by the split in the Republican 
ranks, the Democrats entered the campaign with 
great confidence, led by Governor Woodrow Wil- 
son as their candidate. The conservatism of Cleve- 
land and Parker they definitely abandoned. 

Now for the first time since its formation, the 
Republican party was confronted by an over- 
whelming combination that threatened it in the 
language of populism. The Progressive platform, 
on which Roosevelt ran for President, declared 
that both the old parties had become “tools of 
corrupt interests” and that “to dissolve the unholy 
alliance between corrupt business and corrupt pol- 
itics is the first task of the statesmanship of the 
day.” The Democratic candidate asserted in simi- 
lar language that “the government of the United 
States at present is a foster child of the special 
interests,” meaning thereby “the big bankers, the 
big manufacturers, the big masters of commerce, 
the heads of railroad corporations and of steam- 
ship corporations.” 

As the Republican party was shattered by the 
Progressive defection, Wilson was easily elected 
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President, although his popular vote was more 
than two millions below the total poll of the 
opposing candidates. 

Within a little more than a year after Wilson’s 
inauguration, the European war broke in upon 
the peace of the world. American industry and 
agriculture were made prosperous again by the 
extraordinary demands of the European belliger- 
ents, especially the Entente powers. Social ques- 
tions which had emerged in 1912 were thrust into 
the background, and the campaign of 1916, waged 
while the war was still raging, naturally took on 
the color of that conflict. The Progressives 
nominated Roosevelt, only to have him decline. 
Rejecting Progressive overtures, the Republicans 
selected as their standard-bearer Justice Charles 
E. Hughes, former governor of New York; and 
after Roosevelt refused to accept the nomination, 
the Progressive national committee indorsed the 
Republican candidate. In their platform, the Re- 
publicans favored maintaining “a straight and 
honest neutrality between the belligerents in Eu- 
rope” and the protection of American rights. The 
Democrats renominated President Wilson and 
based their appeal mainly on his record of achieve- 
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ment and on the fact that he had kept us out of 
war. 


§ The Program of the New Freedom 


Although the clangor of the European war 
made more headlines for the newspapers, as a 
matter of fact there was enacted during the eight 
years of President Wilson’s administration the 
most remarkable program of legislation passed 
since the Civil War. And it is to be noted that 
this legislation merely expressed in legal letter the 
spirit of the Democratic platform of 1912. 

In the third paragraph, that platform declared 
that “the high Republican tariff is the principal 
cause of the unequal distribution of wealth; it is a 
system of taxation which makes the rich richer and 
the poor poorer; under its operations the Amer- 
ican farmer and laboring man are the chief suf- 
ferers.” Jacksonian Democracy was never more 
‘precise. The platform also condemned the “so- 
called Aldrich bill or the establishment of a cen- 
‘tral bank” and advocated “such a systematic 
revision of our banking laws as will render tem- 
porary relief in localities where such relief is 
needed, with protection from control or domina- 
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tion by what is known as the ‘money trust.’” It 
asserted that “of equal importance with the ques- 
tion of currency reform is the question of rural 
credits or agricultural finance.” The suppression 
of “gambling in agricultural products by organ- 
ized exchanges and others” was also promised as 
a part of a program “to improve the conditions 
of trade in farm products.’ Recalling the previ- 
ous pledges of the party to organized labor, it 
promised trial by jury in cases of indirect contempt 
and the relief of trade unions from prosecution as 
illegal combinations in restraint of trade. 

With a fidelity to promises not always observed 
in American politics, the Democrats under the 
leadership of President Wilson passed a series of 
laws that squared fairly well with the historic 
principles of the Jefferson-Jackson-Bryan herit- 
age. 
First of all the tariff was materially reduced in 
1913—for the first time since 1857—and in the 
revision agricultural interests received a consider- 
ation which was more than friendly. 

Currency and banking questions were attacked 
in the Federal Reserve Act. As if to recall the 
tussle of Jackson with an independent corpora- 
tion, this Act put the control of the new banking 
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system in the hands of a political board appointed 
entirely by the President and Senate. Bryan had 


| declared that gold was too narrow a basis for the 
| currency: the Federal Reserve Act provided for 
- the issue of money on prime commercial paper— 


in practical operation going far beyond the gold 


_ foundation. Bryan had been accused of demand- 
ing a fifty-cent dollar for debtors and farmers: 
the country lived to see a dollar worth less than 


fifty cents in the market place. Jacksonian De- 
mocracy had feared a centralized “money power”: 
the Federal Reserve Act attempted to distribute 


that power throughout the whole country by 
_ creating twelve separate banking districts. 


In keeping with their professions, the Demo- 


_crats, while framing their revenue program, re- 
sorted to the income tax—that old device of the 


Populists, now made constitutional by the Six- 
teenth Amendment. To render it quite palatable 


to the left wing, they placed the exemptions at a 


good figure and made it progressive, increasing 
the rates as riches mounted upward. Under the 


financial stress of the World War, the income tax, 


- individual and corporate, rose to percentages in the 
higher brackets that fairly staggered the possessors 


of great fortunes, Besides being besieged to give to 
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war charities “until it hurts,” they were compelled 
to pay taxes until it caused positive anguish of 
spirit and a serious depletion in purse. Nothing 
like it had occurred during the Republican ad- 
ministration of the Civil War. 

“Big Business,” so called—the concentration of 
“wealth and talents”—was attacked by the Clayton 
Anti-Trust Act of 1914, designed to break up 
monopolistic undertakings and force price reduc- 
tions by competition. In line with this measure 
was another law creating the Federal Trade Com- 
mission and endowing it with power to force the 
adoption of “fair practices” by business concerns 
in various relations. 

Besides the pleasures and advantages conferred 
by these laws, such as they were, farmers and 
planters received aid through the Farm Loan Act 
which enabled them to keep money in their 
pockets by borrowing at a lower rate of interest 
than had been customary, especially in the West 
and South. 

Labor, that powerful ally of Jacksonian De- 
mocracy, was not forgotten in the program of the 
New Freedom. It secured so many lines in the 
Clayton Anti-Trust Act that Samuel Gompers 
called the law “The Magna Carta of Labor.” It 


[ 120 ] 


THE UPHEAVAL 


is true that most of the gifts turned to ashes in 
the fire of judicial interpretation, but labor did 
not blame the Democratic party for this untoward 
outcome of its efforts on behalf of the “plain 
people.” 

If, as may be surmised, this program of laws 
did not restore farmers, planters, and mechanics 
to the position they had enjoyed in the days of 
Andrew Jackson, it certainly was conceived with 
reference to their state of mind rather than to 
the “special interests” so vigorously attacked by 
Wilson in his presidential campaign. Without 
question, there would have been a square align- 
ment on this legislation in 1916 if the World War 
—so profitable to both American business and 
agriculture—had not intervened and obscured 
somewhat the ancient political division. If there 
was any doubt on this point at the time, it must 
have been cleared in the very first presidential 
campaign waged after the conclusion of the War. 

In the sphere of imperial and foreign affairs, the 
Democrats certainly made movements in the direc- 
tion of retrenchment. Their platform of 1900 de- 
nounced the “greedy commercialism which dic- 
tated the Philippine policy of the Republican ad- 
ministration...and the war of ‘criminal aggression’ 
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against the Filipinos.” ‘We assert,” ran the docu- 
ment, “that no nation can long endure half repub- 
lic and half empire, and we warn the American 
people that imperialism abroad will lead quickly 
and inevitably to despotism at home.” 

True to their tradition, the Democrats did not 
oppose expansion, “when it takes in desirable ter- 
ritory which can be erected into states in the Union 
and whose people are willing and fit to become 
American citizens.” But they were against the 
imperialism of commerce—absorbing subject races 
and the development of trade and investment op- 
portunities through military power. Again and 
again, the Democrats repeated this profession of 
faith. In 1912, for example, they declared: “We 
condemn the experiment in imperialism as an in- 
excusable blunder.” 

When in a position to give effect to their creed, 
the Democrats naturally spoke more softly, but 
they did not overlook their pledges. They gave 
more self-government to Porto Rico and the Phil- 
ippines, promising the latter independence some- 
time in the future. In dealing with the Far East, 
President Wilson looked coldly upon the devices 
of “vigorous diplomacy.” He at first declined to 
lend his sanction to projects of international bank- 
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ers, known as the consortium, for lending money 
to China and introducing a certain administrative 
control over her finances. He refused to utter 
any threats against Japan, even when she made the 
“twenty-one demands” upon China and he so 
neglected American interests in the latter country 
that his own minister at Peking threw up his office 
in disgust. 

Nearer home, however, especially in the Carib- 
bean, President Wilson continued the strong 
policy which had been inaugurated under Repub- 
lican auspices. It is true, he promised the Latin- 
Americans freedom from intervention on behalf 
of economic interests in the United States but for 
one reason or another was unable to carry out his 
pledges. 

Nevertheless when he entered the World War, 
he condemned imperialism in terms almost savage 
and at the Paris peace table he sought no material 
advantages for the United States in the distribu- 
tion of the spoils of victory. Moreover he pro- 
posed a League of Nations which seemed to 
threaten some kind of international control over 
undeveloped races, some limitations on the exploi- 
tation of the backward countries by powerful 
peoples, and the possible interference of a super- 
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state with the ordinary processes of imperial ex- 
pansion. At all events, statesmen of the McKinley 
school did not believe that Wilsonian doctrines 
expressed in the League Covenant squared with the 
traditions which their party had followed since the 
days of Webster and Seward. 
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RESTORATION AND HEALING 


healing; not nostrums but normalcy,” ex- 
claimed Senator Warren Gamaliel Hard- 

ing in an address delivered to Boston businessmen 
in the spring of 1920. In twelve words, the Sena- 
tor expressed a poignant longing that certainly 
was widespread. He was himself of the McKin- 
ley school and knew very well that for nearly two 
decades the course of business enterprise had been 
disturbed, first, by Roosevelt and then by Wilson. 
Strictly speaking, both of them could be re- 
garded as “political accidents.” Roosevelt had 
been elevated to the presidency by the assassina- 
tion of McKinley. Wilson had slipped into that 
high office during a scrimmage in the Republican 
camp. All the while the number of people en- 
gaged in business enterprise, as distinguished from 
agriculture, and the amount of capital employed 
in that branch of economy had been increasing. 
There was some justification for believing that the 
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clock started by Alexander Hamilton could not be 
set back. 

If Wilson’s legislation was directed to farmers, 
planters, trade unionists, and the lower middle 
classes, it certainly did not seriously cripple indus- 
trial undertakings, perhaps because the demand 
of the warriors in Europe more than made up for 
losses in the domestic market. At all events, the 
World War made several thousand millionaires 
in the United States, thereby adding strength to 
the Republican, rather than the Democratic, side 
of the political alignment. 

With fitting propriety, the Republicans nom- 
inated as their candidate for President, in 1920, 
the maker of the captivating slogan, “normalcy.” 
On the other hand the Democrats selected for their 
standard bearer, James M. Cox, of Ohio, and en- 
dorsed the principles and measures of President 
Wilson, including the proposed League of 
Nations. 

In the campaign which followed, it was made 
perfectly clear that normalcy meant a return to 
a high protective tariff, a reduction in income and 
inheritance taxes, less “government interference 
with business,” vigorous naval and diplomatic 
Support for foreign commerce, and a resort to 
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“firm policies” in the Philippines and the Far 
East. Against this program, the Democrats 
offered the record of the Wilson administrations 
and the League of Nations. 

Only with reference to the League of Nations 
was there any marked division of opinion among 
the hosts marshalled under the banner of nor- 
malcy; and in the end that did not prove to be 
serious. On the whole, the Republican leaders of 
practical experience were against the League. 
They knew that the United States now had a good 
navy and were convinced that the development of 
the commercial empire, especially in the Carib- 
bean and the Far East, could be more effectively 
managed if they were free from formal inter- 
national scrutiny and control. On the other hand, 
the Democrats had repeatedly condemned im- 
perialism. President Wilson had denounced it in 
strong language and frankly offered the League as 
a kind of remedy for the wars in which commercial 
rivalry had so often involved the great powers. 
With the issues fairly joined, the Democrats went 
down to the most terrible defeat ever suffered in 
the long history of their party. 

Before President Harding had gone very far 
on the way back to normalcy, death cut short his 
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career, leaving his high office to the Vice Presi- 
dent, Calvin Coolidge, of Webster’s state, a com- 
petent political leader even more determined, if 
possible, to effect the restoration which his pred- 
ecessor craved. If for a time he was blocked in his 
designs by agrarian members of Congress, it was 
made manifest in due course that he had correctly 
gauged the temper of the majority. Nominated 
for the presidency by the Republicans in 1924, 
Coolidge easily overcame John W. Davis, the 
Democratic candidate, and Robert M. La Follette, 
the candidate of independent progressives and 
socialists. Once more there was a landslide. The 
Republican vote was far in excess of the combined 
total polled by the two opposing parties. 
Concerning the significance of this triumph 
there could be no doubt. The philosophy of 
Coolidge was well known. He had once said em- 
phatically that “the driving force of American 
progress has been her industries. ‘They have 
created the wealth that has wrought our national 
development . . . Without them the great force 
of agriculture would now be where it was in the 
eighteenth century.” Nor was there any confu- 
sion in his concept of the party alignment. He 
regarded himself as the heir of William McKin- 
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‘ley, and McKinley, he said, had taken up “the 
‘work of Hamilton and Clay . . . reéstablished 
‘their principles.” 

During the years of Republican administration 
under Harding and Coolidge, long-standing pol- 
icies of the party were put into effect: 

1. In harmony with the doctrines of Hamilton, 
Webster, and McKinley, the Republicans raised 
the protective tariff which the Democrats had 
reduced under the leadership of Wilson. 

2. Although President Wilson had kept the 
Federal Reserve Bank out of the hands of Bryan 
agrarians, its administration was not quite to the 
liking of his successor. Under Harding, the high 
control was moved over to the right—so far in 
fact that the left-wing Republicans insisted on 
having a “dirt farmer” added to the Board in 
Washington. 

3. Roosevelt had given pain to the conserva- 
tive wing of his party by appointing Oliver Wen- 
dell Holmes to the Supreme Court and Wilson 

had positively scandalized the same group by 
‘selecting Louis D. Brandeis for that high tribunal. 
Though these liberals were somewhat offset by 
appointments of another kind, their dissenting 
opinions on occasion were not pleasing to the 
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normalists. Hence, under the renewed Republican 
régime, William Howard Taft, whose conserva- 
tive political views were well known, was ele- 
vated to the post of Chief Justice, and other selec- 
tions were made from the same school. Very soon 
jurisprudence registered a turn in the direction of 
Marshall’s Federalism. 

4. For businessmen eager to develop the nat- 
ural resources of the country, the Harding admin- 
istration made the way smooth by a leasing policy 
none too strict in its terms. In fact, in this con- 
nection there occurred certain scandals which 
recalled the misadventures of the Grant adminis- 
tration some fifty years before. 

5. Income, excess profit, and inheritance taxes 
were materially reduced, particularly with refer- 
ence to the heaviest burden bearers. 

6. Foreign commerce was promoted with all 
the engines of the federal government, the Secre- 
tary of Commerce, Herbert Hoover, taking the 
active lead in this operation, with the general sup- 
port of the State and Navy Departments. In 1928, 
a carefully conceived scheme for subsidizing the 
merchant marine was embodied in the Jones- 
White Act. 


7. The commercial empire was renewed in 
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spirit. In the Philippines the strong hand was 
_restored. Firm warnings were issued to Japan, 
calling attention to American interests in China 
and indicating that trespasses would not be per- 
mitted. 

_ 8. Asa corollary, perhaps, of foreign and im- 
_perial policies, the League of Nations was utterly 
rejected by the Republican administration and 
direct support was given to the advance guard 
of American businessmen wherever engaged on the 
frontiers of enterprise. 

Beyond cavil, the return to normalcy brought 
with it prosperity to the industrial world. But it 
had to be admitted that farmers and cotton plant- 
ers did not find prosperity running over the brim 
of their cup. On the contrary, they received low 
prices for their produce, suffered from a heavy 
burden of debts, and eagerly pressed for relief 
at the hands of Congress. 

As of yore, agrarian discontent appeared in the 
left wing of the Republican party—the party 
formed by the union of industrialists and farmers 
at Chicago in 1860. Indeed, as the Democratic 
party became more urban in tone and direction, 
the Republican agricultural group steadily devel- 
eped in strength. It was a highly significant fact 
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that in 1924, Senator La Follette, essentially a 
spokesman of agriculture, polled more votes in 
twelve states than did Davis, the Democratic 
candidate. 

As time passed, three features of the century- 
old contest between agriculture and Capitalism 
became increasingly evident. First of all, the 
gravity of the agricultural problem was now dimly 
appreciated in circles accustomed to crying down 
the farmers as “crazy populists.” Since tenancy 
was rising, the question was asked by responsible 
statesmen: “Are American farmers to sink down 
into a semi-servile condition akin to that of the 
Roman coloni? If so, what bearing does this 
have on the future of American civilization?” 
Even manufacturers, alarmed at the development 
of foreign competition under the direction of 
American investment bankers, began to take a more 
serious interest in the fate of their best customers— 
the farmers. 

In the second place, the farmers were no longer 
content with classical remedies for agrarian dis- 
tress, such as currency inflation. They now de- 
manded a kind of socialization of their industry, 
with government assistance, and the fixing of 
Prices by elaborate agencies. Such was the under- 
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lying animus of the McNary-Haugen bill vetoed 
by President Coolidge in 1928. As stanch indi- 
vidualists, farmers could never effect by private 
arrangement an organization comparable to that 
brought about among capitalists and fix their 
prices at dinner conferences. Hence they de- 
manded that the government undertake the task. 
Moreover, the experiment was to be expensive, 
not as costly as the additions to the navy made 
necessary by the commercial empire, but still very 
costly, entailing perhaps a long continuance of in- 
come and inheritance taxes. 

In the third place, the agrarian group now had 
leaders quite different from Bryan of 1896—men 
like Frank O. Lowden, for example, who besides 
being capitalists in their own right, stood firmly 
on the contention that the future of America was 
really at stake, that the fundamental question of 
maintaining a balanced economy of manufactur- 
ing and farming was actually involved, and that 
a decision in favor of unfettered capitalism would 
be ruinous in its consequences. In short, the 
struggle between capitalism and agriculture, it 
was said, had come to a turning point and the fu- 
ture of the nation’s economy hung in the balance 
But in 1928 the Republican and Democratic 
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parties both refused to take the drastic steps de- 
manded by the agrarians; the age of Jackson and 
Bryan had come to a close. 


§ By Way of Summary 


Reviewing this long political conflict certain 
conclusions seem to emerge. 

Political Federalism of the Hamilton type has 
practically disappeared. No responsible states- 
man now speaks of the masses in the fearsome and 
contemptuous language used by eighteenth cen- 
tury leaders, such, for example, as John Adams 
and Gouverneur Morris. The idea of giving prop- 
erty a strategic frontier by qualifications on the 
right to vote and hold office is no longer ardently 
championed. Political democracy, subject to some 
limitations, has become accepted. When the op- 
ponents of Andrew Jackson rallied the conserva- 
tive forces of the time, they were careful to speak 
of themselves in the manner of Jefferson’s follow- 
ers, as Republicans, “National Republicans,” not 
Federalists. By changing later to the title “Whig” 
they merely indicated that they were resisting 
“executive tyranny.” Again, two decades after- 
ward, when a new combination was formed against 


[134] 


RESTORATION AND HEALING 


the triumphant Democracy, Jefferson’s symbolism 
was once more chosen. Appealing on one hand 
to farmers and mechanics, the party of Abraham 
Lincoln made a shrewd play by taking Jefferson’s 
popular title and calling itself “Republican.” 
Economic Federalism of the Hamilton type— 
with fundamental consistency, repeating the prin- 
cipal items of faith—has continued steadily to 
the present time. It was and is primarily the work- 
ing philosophy of business enterprise. It holds 
that the wealth, the comfort, and the mechanical, 
scientific, and commercial advance of America are 
essentially due to business enterprise and that the 
policies of government associated with it are nec- 
essary to its operations and expansion. In an un- 
broken line, the economic principles of Hamilton 
were carried forward by Webster, Lincoln, Mc- 
Kinley, and Coolidge. The only noteworthy de- 
parture in appeal during the nineteenth century 
was the open partnership made with the Western 
farmers in 1860, which gave the party of Hamil- 
ton a strange agrarian tinge, particularly in 
times of distress in the wheat and corn belt. 
On the other side has been the frank alignment 
of agricultural interests made by Jefferson, con- 
tinued by Jackson (who added an army of 
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mechanics), solidified by the slave-owning plant- 
ers, and marshaled anew by Bryan after division 
in the Civil War. In this party also, except when 
it swung too violently to the left, were to be found 
many importing merchants and other capitalists 
(with their professional associates) whose under- 
takings were injured or at least not benefited by 
Federalist-Whig-Republican adventures in politi- 
cal economy. As time went on and the country 
became increasingly industrial and urban, the cap- 
italistic wing of the Democratic party acquired a 
power fairly proportioned to its economic 
strength. The events of 1928 registered the decided 
shift in the center of economic gravity within 
that party. 

To some extent, it is evident from the story, the 
long political battle has involved the distribution 
of wealth directly. It is true that the party of 
Hamilton, Webster, McKinley, and Coolidge 
never admitted that it was attempting to divert 
goods from the agricultural to the industrial class. 
Perhaps, in fact, it has added more to the riches 
of the country by the stimulation of production 
than it has actually collected from the farmers and 
planters in subsidies, bounties, and higher prices 
under protective duties. The old slogan, “The 
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foreigner pays the tariff,’ may have an element 
of truth in it. But the leaders of the Republican 
party have more than once asserted that the left- 
wing agrarians were “assaulting accumulated 
wealth”—bluntly attempting to take goods from 
the rich—by currency, banking, and taxing 
measures. 

The latter, the agrarians, have been equally 
sure that the Hamilton-Webster-McKinley-Cool- 
idge wing has been engaged in enriching capital- 
istic classes at the expense of the masses. They 
have often been frank in declaring their purpose 
to make a diversion of wealth to their side by 
currency, banking, and taxing measures. 

Whatever the truth in the case as far as eco- 
nomic substance is concerned, in fact leaders in 
both historic parties have believed that their 
operations involved a contest over the distribution 
of goods, sometimes subtle, sometimes crude, but 
always very real in character. In politics it is 
beliefs that count. In that great game, opinion 
and conflict have evolved together. It is impos- 
sible to discover to what extent the one is due 
to the other, although we may suspect with the 
poet that in the beginning was the deed. 

Among the instrumentalities employed by the 
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two parties in this contest over the distribution of 
wealth, the tariff, currency, banking, and taxa- 
tion have been constant factors from the begin- 
ning. As time has gone on, however, the conflict 
has become more complex. ‘Today the agrarian 
interests have abandoned currency-inflation as a 
method of farm relief and, like the capitalists, are 
demanding positive measures of government inter- 
vention calculated to raise the prices of their 
products, that is, to affect the distribution of 
wealth by political action. 

When charged with abandoning the ancient 
creed promulgated by Jefferson respecting “the 
less government the better,” the agrarians either 
ignore the indictment or point out the forms of 
government intervention employed by industrial- 
ists to keep up the prices of manufactured goods. 
Discrimination in this relation is difficult. 

If either party to the struggle has ever sacri- 
ficed a substantial interest to consistency in politi- 
cal theory, history gives no record. Democrats, 
in 1850, were willing to make a drastic use of 
government engines to secure the return of prop- 
erty in runaway slaves. Forty years later Republi- 
cans, who had professed a liberal view of the Con- 
stitution with respect to the things they favored, 
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vigorously denounced the income tax as a violation 
of that fundamental law, even though a similar tax 
had been imposed by a Republican administra- 
tion to finance its war for the Union. At the 
opening of the new century, President Coolidge, 
heir to Federalist traditions, finding Congress 
inclined to make experiments in social legislation 
for ends not like those of protective tariffs, made 
strong speeches on behalf of “state’s rights.” 

Surely no one who has examined the relation 
of constitutional and political theory to practical 
ends or observed the use of it by both parties can 
conclude that it is a determining factor in driving 
men into one party or the other. Indeed this 
type of speculation, if examined closely, looks 
more akin to protective coloration than to causa- 
tion. 

A similar conclusion has been reached by some 
historians after studying the evolution of theory 
respecting the judiciary. When the Jeffersonian 
Republicans were being baffled by the decisions 
of the Federalist Chief Justice, John Marshall, 
they were highly critical in their attitude toward 
the federal judiciary. When the same Supreme 
Court, under the direction of a Democratic 
Justice, Roger B. Taney, upheld slavery in two 
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ringing decisions, Jeffersonian Democrats, then 
led by planters, called for loyalty, and criticism 
came from the other side of the line. Within 
forty years the tables were reversed and Democrats 
were assailing the judiciary for its income tax 
and labor opinions. Still, on the whole, it must 
be said that the Hamilton-Webster-McKinley- 
Coolidge party has maintained a more friendly 
attitude toward the federal judiciary and has had 
good reasons for so doing. 

Now we come to expansion and commercial 
empire. Jefferson’s agricultural party has been 
fairly consistent in its attitude toward the acquisi- 
tion of land—for the use of planters and farmers. 
There is not much mystery about this. Under the 
auspices of that party, Louisiana was purchased, 
Florida acquired, Texas annexed, and an empire 
wrested from Mexico. In waging war on the 
imperialism of the McKinley epoch, the Demo- 
crats made it clear that they did not object to 
expansion provided it took in desirable territory 
and people “willing and fit to become American 
citizens.” On the other side, the Federalists gen- 
erally opposed western expansion on the ground 
that it would enable the farming population to 
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overbalance, that 1s, outvote the commercial 
sections. 

With equal attention to substantial matters, the 
Federalist - Whig - Republican party supported 
commercial empire, first by legislation, then by 
active naval interposition, and finally by war. 
It was under the auspices of this party that favors 
and bounties were given to shipping, formal re- 
lations with China were begun, Japan was opened, 
Hawaii acquired, and Porto Rico, Guam, the 
Philippines, and other territories added to the 
American heritage. Opposition to such enter- 
prises, such as it was, came mainly from the 
agrarian party. _ 

In this conflict between agriculture and capital- 
ism, which has been at the heart of the American 
party battle, is to be found some clue, at least, 
to the existence of two parties in the United 
States as distinguished from the multiple party 
system of Europe. American society has been 
simpler from the beginning than European society. 
There have been here no racial minorities with 
historic roots and special territorial interests, such 
as once furnished the Polish party for Germany 
and now supplies the Alsatian party for France. 
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The army of the United States has been small, 
for obvious reasons, and has never constituted a 
great separate class in the American social system. 
The various churches, while undoubtedly power- 
ful in influence, have never possessed large landed 
property or high offices in the state. Hence there 
has been no practical nutriment for clerical and 
anti-clerical parties. So the conflict between 
agriculture and capitalism has not been con- 
fused by collateral issues. Moreover the size of 
party machines and the expense of maintaining 
them work against the rise of small parties in 
the United States. It is usually easier for a per- 
son with a new idea—if it is not too radical—to 
get a hearing in one of the major parties than to 
attract a following by pursuing an independent 
course of action. 


 § Where Are We Going? 


At the end of such speculations one cannot help 
asking: ‘To what extent have the political parties 
controlled the development of the country and 
to what extent have they merely reflected move- 
ments and groupings derived from economic 
activities of the people?” This is an old ques- 
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tion. A similar problem puzzled the Greeks and 
nobody has ever been able to solve it. 

Two or three times in the history of the United 
States, political decisions, seemingly momentous 
in consequence, have been made. One was in 
1787-88 when the federal Constitution was 
adopted, giving an immense impetus to business 
enterprise. Another was in 1800 when the agri- 
cultural party was put into power and proceeded 
to acquire all the land between the Mississippi 
River and the Pacific. A third was in 1860 
when, as a result of the election of Lincoln, the 
planters were unhorsed and subjugated to busi- 
nessmen and farmers. 

From all this we may conclude that politics is 
not mere sound and fury, a futile game in which 
the prime consideration is to get the right man 
and the right slogan. Certainly from the begin- 
ning to the end, economic realities as substantial 
as capitalism and agriculture have been behind 
the party battle. It can hardly be denied that the 
center of gravity in accumulated capital has been 
on the Hamilton-Webster-McKinley-Coolidge 
side of the contest, although it has been strongly 
supported by freehold farmers, North and West, 
since the formation of the union of hearts at 
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Chicago in 1860 on the basis of reciprocal con- 
cessions. Neither can it be denied that the Jeffer- 
son-Jackson-Bryan array was essentially agrarian 
in its economic philosophy and practical measures 
—with an active mechanic-labor wing after the 
upheaval of 1828. 

But it is difficult to believe that the election 
of Blaine instead of Cleveland in 1884 or Parker 
instead of Roosevelt in 1904 would have made 
much difference in the economy, social life, or 
general culture of the American people. Indeed, 
it may be said that, given a vigorous, ingenious 
race endowed with marvelous natural resources, 
the final triumph of business enterprise was as 
inevitable as the movement of the suns. As far as 
the great body of social legislation enacted during 
the last thirty years is concerned, it must be con- 
fessed that it sprang from movements of opinion 
quite outside the range of political orthodoxy, 
that is, from the agitations of minorities winning 
concessions from the major parties. 

To some extent, certainly, the conflict between 
these two parties has been an emotional antago- 
nism arising from divergent economic situations. 
The same violent outbursts of temper have ap- 
peared on both sides—the superior education of 
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the rich making little impression on the verbal 
patterns employed to express their passions. Yet 
to some extent also, the party antagonism has been 
due to a difference of opinion with respect to the 
values of agriculture and capitalism. 

Jefferson certainly had a very clear-cut ideal 
for the nation—one thoroughly “reasoned” al- 
though perhaps the materialist might wish to 
point out that it was an agriculturalist’s praise of 
agriculture. But it was not a slave owner’s con- 
cept, and Jefferson was a slave owner. On the 
contrary, it was a freeholder’s ideal. The Re- 
public of which Jefferson dreamed was to be 
composed principally of freehold farmers owning 
the soil they tilled. There were to be towns and 
villages, of course, but they were to be small and 
their prime function was to supply the wants of 
farmers. Great cities of capitalists and “mobs” 
of artisans were to be avoided like poison; fac- 
tories were to be kept in Europe. A complete 
system of education from the primary school to 
the university was to open careers to talent, to 
furnish abilities for the state, and to promote cul- 
ture for society. A simple government, inexpen- 
sive to operate, owing its authority to popular 
majorities, was to maintain order and defend the 
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heritage. Peace with all mankind was to be a 
fixed policy, so that this utopia might be con- 
tinued indefinitely. 

Whether this dream could have been realized 
if Jefferson’s party had labored at the task night 
and day with all the engines of government in 
their hands affords an interesting, perhaps a mel- 
ancholy, subject for speculation. But all mem- 
bers of Jefferson’s party did not always labor under 
the spell of this fixed vision. Neither did Jef- 
ferson as a practical politician. Yet to a certain 
extent it was realized, more on account of the 
immense area of free land available than on ac- 
count of the political measures adopted by Demo- 
cratic administrations. 

Nevertheless, it is no longer the dream of the 
Democratic party with its huge urban member- 
ship. In fact, with the growth of the industrial 
population, the center of gravity in the Demo- 
cratic party is passing, has already passed from 
the open country to the cities. The mechanical 
wing, originally annexed by Jackson, probably 
outnumbers the freehold section and there are 
enough capitalists not engaged in protected in- 
dustries to furnish the sinews of war for a con- 
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siderable party campaign. For example, from the 

public utilities operating in cities controlled by 
the Democrats handsome contributions and inside 
tips for political managers are available to 
promote candidacies and party enterprises. Con- 
tracts and public works likewise yield magnifi- 
cent political returns. On the other hand, the 
power of the cotton planters sinks relatively in the 
scale. Chained to the Democratic party by their 
antagonism to the negro, they cannot force con- 
cessions by threats of desertion and retaliation. 

It is perhaps no exaggeration to say that the 
Democratic party, founded by Jefferson to repre- 
sent the agricultural interest, has become the organ 
of “the mobs of the great cities” which he feared 
and despised, thus to a large extent the organ of 
industrial masses of alien origin or immediate 
alien descent. As the party accustomed to pum- 
melling the people of “wealth and talents,” the 
Democrats also draw to their ranks recruits from 
the lower middle classes. Indeed, if the statement 
of the party ideal made by President Wilson in 
The New Freedom is authoritative, utopia is the 
land which offers abundant opportunity for the 
poor boy to rise into the heaven of the middle class 
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by building “a small but independent business” of 
his own.? 


On the other side of the battle-line, the utopia to 
be won by political action has never been so per- 
fectly sketched by leading participants. Hamil- 
ton’s ideal, no doubt, was a society in which the 
rich and well-born governed without any ques- 
tions from below, industries flourished, and the 
poor, though compelled to work, were not un- 
prosperous. During the middle period, Hamil- 
ton’s spiritual heirs spoke of developing manu- 
facturing to such a point that it would supply 
an adequate market for farm produce. 

McKinley did not go far beyond this concept 
in choosing the full dinner pail for his symbol. 
None of the men busily engaged in promoting 
machine industry seem to have conceived of the 
day when capitalism would be dominant beyond 


1, These paragraphs were written in May, 1928. The subsequent nomination 
of Mr. Hoover, the distinguished engineer and promoter of business enterprise, 
by the Republicans, calls for no comment. Neither does the nomination of Gov- 
ernor Alfred E. Smith, of New York City, by the Democrats. The agrarian wing 
in both parties was relegated to the rear. The two platforms, strikingly similar, 
perhaps foreshadow the day when the United States, with respect to industrial 
capitalism and finance capitalism, will enter the stage of economic evolution 
already reached by England. In such a case, labor might swing heavily over to 
the side of industrial protectionism in the interest of high wages, while the unor- 
ganized farmers would continue to sink in the scale of economic and political 
power. Taking into account borrowed capital, farm earnings returned about 
3.4% on the investment in 1927-28. In 1927-28, the average wage per farm 
family was $717 compared wtih $1,301 per person employed in factories. 
(United States Daily, August 6, 1928.) American capitalism, like that of old 
Rome, may be compelled to take over large areas of agriculture to feed the 
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all dispute, when three-fourths or nine-tenths of 
the people would be dwellers in cities, when the 
export of manufactured commodities would be 
deemed vital to our very existence, when the 
United States would be the first naval power in 
the world, when the members of the industrial 
army would outnumber freehold farmers five or 
six to one. 

At all events, few of them took the trouble to 
work out any kind of ideal goal for machine in- 
dustry, offering peace and security to labor such 
as Jefferson conceived for the farmer. The near- 
est attempt on that side was, perhaps, the Progres- 
_ sive platform of 1912, which indeed summed up 
all the newer social tendencies of the age. Only 
Socialists have taken the philosophy of the ma- 
chine at face value and dreamed of carrying manu- 
facturing economy over into a sort of utopia for 
the industrial masses. 

It is doubtless for this reason that individualists 
of the Democratic school are wont to speak of 
Socialists and masters of business enterprise as 
“allies’—unwitting allies perhaps—in destroying 
the heritage handed down from the days of Jeffer- 
son. But this is all speculation and falls outside 


the province of history. 
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In our modern industrial society, knowledge increases more 
rapidly than our understanding. ‘The rapid accumulation of 
this unrelated knowledge greatly adds to the complexity and 
confusion of our life. As a result, the industrial worker finds 
it increasingly difficult to comprehend the world which he has 
done so much to create. The task of workers’ education is to 
interpret modern industrial society to the worker that he may 
better appreciate his relationship to the industry in which he 
works and to the society in which he lives. 
The Workers’ Bookshelf has been conceived as a conscious 
attempt to meet this need of the workers for social understand- 


_ ing by a restatement of some of the fundamental problems of 


modern industrial society in simple language. ‘The Bookshelf 
has been designed primarily to satisfy the cultural aspirations 
of the men and women workers in industry. The books will 
not be limited either in the range of subjects or in number. 
Art, literature, natural sciences, as well as the social sciences, 
will be included. New titles will be added as the demand for 
them becomes apparent. In a strict sense these books may 
become text-books for use in the development of the movement 
for workers’ education. In a larger sense they will become the 
nucleus of a library for working people, The fact that these 
titles are prepared for a particular group will not restrict their 
interest for the general reader; it will enhance it. 
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In form and in substance the volumes in the Workers’ 
Bookshelf will present certain distinctive features. Scholarship, 
a scientific attitude toward facts, and simplicity of style will 
prevail. The books on the social sciences will be evolved from 
human experience. Each volume will begin as a class outline 
and will receive the suggestions and criticisms of the men and 
women who are the human factors in the industrial world. 
Each book will be adequately brief that it may present the 
subject clearly without becoming an exhaustive treatise. Ref- 
erences will help the reader to more detailed sources, a large 
clear type-page will facilitate reading. Finally, the books will 
be bound in paper and sold at a price within the range of all. 

The Workers’ Bookshelf will contain no volumes on trade 
training nor books which give short cuts to material success. 
The reasons which will finally determine the selection of titles 
for the Workers’ Bookshelf will be because they enrich life, 
because they illuminate human experience, and because they 
deepen understanding. 
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Now Published: 
ECONOMIC INSTITUTIONS $1.50 
Willard L. Thorp 
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